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WILSON, BRYAN WADE, Ed. D. An Assessment of the Relationship 
Between Institutional Planning, Resource Development and 
Institutional Effectiveness in Selected Two-Year Community Colleges 
in the Southern Association Region. (1989) Directed by Dr. Edwin D. 
Bell. 187 pp. 
This study focused on the variables of institutional planning, 
resource development and institutional effectiveness. The purpose 
of the study was to assess relationships among institutional planning, 
resource development and institutional effectiveness. 
The assessment addressed the following questions: (1) how is 
the level of commitment to institutional planning related to 
institutional effectiveness? (2) how is the level of commitment to 
resource development related to institutional effectiveness? (3) how 
is the level of commitment to institutional planning related to 
resource development? 
The literature regarding institutional planning, resource 
development and institutional effectiveness suggested positive 
relationships between variables. The new accreditation criteria set 
forth by SACS necessitates that a comprehensive planning function 
be implemented by institutions to achieve institutional effectiveness. 
The overall relationships examined identified a significant 
positive relationship between institutional planning and institutional 
effectiveness. The results were inconclusive regarding relationships 
between resource development and institutional effectiveness, plus 
institutional planning and resource development. 
The conclusions drawn from these findings were as follows: 
1. Planning personnel's perceptions serve as better predictors 
of institutional effectiveness than perceptions of presidents and 
resource development personnel. 
2. Independent ratings on variables serve as better predictors 
of institutional effectiveness that perceptions of institutional 
personnel. 
3. The higher the level of committment to institutional 
planning the higher the level of institutonal effectiveness. 
4. A degree of relationship exists between resource 
development and institutional effectiveness, however, the overall 
level was not significant. 
The relationships identified by this study point out the need 
for educational administrators to strive toward development of 
planning programs which are broad based, proactive, responsive and 
simplistic. The planning process should be sufficient to enhance 
institutional vitality while avoiding overindulgence in complicated 
procedures and paperwork. Suggestions for further research 
included: 
1. The expansion of this study to include additional 
institutions that complete the process of reaccreditation under 
the new SACs guidelines to further clarify relationships 
between resource development and institutional effectiveness, 
plus institutional planning and resource development. 
2. The expansion of the analysis between institutional 
planning and institutional effectiveness to include an 
examination of various planning models in use and their 
relationship to institutional effectiveness. 
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CHAPTER ONE 
Introduction 
Background 
In the late 1950's and early 1960's a moderate number of 
two-year community colleges began operation across the United 
States. Since that time, the number of two-year community colleges 
nationwide has almost tripled and the number of students has 
increased six times over. This growth was, in part, accurately 
predicted by educational prognosticators, and has led to major 
problems as the result of several factors actually contributing to and 
creating growth. In 1963, 63 percent of two-year college students 
were men. In 1989, over 55 percent were female, with the trend 
expected to continue. Other problems have resulted from the shift in 
types of students served. The participation rates of women, 
minorities and working adults increased significantly in the 70's and 
80's. This trend led to an overrepresentation of minorities and 
women in two-year institutions and their underrepresentation in 
other sectors of postsecondary education.1 
1 R. C. Richardson, Jr., Planning for the Nineties:Excellence Equals 
Access Plus Achievement Position Paper for the N. C. Department of 
Community Colleges (RaleighrN. C. Department of Community Colleges, 1986), 2. 
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The trends of the past 20 years were partially the result of 
an emphasis upon access to educational opportunities. Community 
colleges were considered successful if they enrolled more students 
each succeeding year regardless of why those students came or what 
happened to them after they enrolled. This tendency has produced a 
downside to the growth success of the past two decades. In some 
communities, two-year institutions are viewed increasingly as 
centers for leisure-time activity, social-welfare institutions, or places 
for underprepared learners, but not as educational institutions 
providing excellent opportunities. In recent years the emphasis has 
shifted from measuring access in terms of participation to a concern 
with equality of opportunity measured by the extent to which 
students achieved defined educational objectives.2 A major concern 
in the community-college sector is the large number of students 
attending college without completion of certificate, diploma or degree 
requirements. This trend has serious economic and financial 
implications for the community college which depends upon FTE (Full 
Time Equivalency) for generation of operating revenue. Additionally, 
serious economic and financial problems result for the individuals 
who fail to acquire the skills necessary to contribute to their 
community and support their families. These trends are indicated by 
large attrition rates at many community colleges and the 
proliferation of many short-term programs designed to attract 
students. One approach recommended to combat these problems and 
2 Ibid., 2. 
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deficiencies is to place top priority for the remainder of this decade 
upon doubling the number of associate degrees awarded.3 
Additionally, accreditation agencies are revising the criteria by which 
institutions are evaluated to incorporate more emphasis upon 
student outcomes and institutional effectiveness. 
The modern-day dilemma faced by many community college 
administrators is balancing the question of access and quality. The 
long-term effects of open access or open-door policy finds many 
community colleges serving a highly diverse student body with 
varying degrees of educational preparedness. The typical 
community college of the 80's often serves clientele ranging from 
third-grade reading levels to college levels.4 In addition, the influx 
of females and minorities presents a student body with divergent 
needs such as day care, financial assistance, tutorial assistance and 
remedial programs. These factors place the two-year community 
colleges in the position of having to be "all things to all people." The 
80's find many community colleges nationwide experiencing 
preliminary danger signals. In 1983 and 1984, community colleges 
nationally for the first time in their history experienced successive 
losses in total, as well as full-time equivalent enrollments.5 These 
danger signals were not confined solely to enrollment. A 1982 study 
3American Association of Community and Junior Colleges, A A C J C  
Public Policy Agenda (Washington, D. C. Annual Meeting, 1985), 25. 
4Richardson, Planning for the Nineties. 4. 
5 American Council on Education, A Survey of College 
Administrators Concerning Accreditation and Effectiveness (New 
York:MacMillan, 1987), 3. 
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investigating the trends in liberal arts offerings in the community 
college found that the majority of community colleges were becoming 
one-year institutions.6 In another study of minorities, researchers 
concluded that the open-door policy often led to a dead end for many 
minority students.7 In an earlier study researchers found that the 
dominant administrative strategy in most community colleges which 
they visited was to maximize enrollments without concern for setting 
educational priorities.8 In 1982, a study in California found that 
fewer students than in previous years transferred from California 
community colleges to the University of California and that the 
academic performance of those who did transfer was declining.9 A 
study of open-access community colleges found that colleges 
established to level-up disadvantaged students were in fact leveling 
down the academic demands of the education being offered.10 
The results of these studies illustrate the problems 
associated with access, opportunity and excellence. In the past 25 
years community colleges have tried to do more for a larger number 
of people with less money than any other segment of American 
6A. M. Cohen and F. B. Brawer, The American Community College 
(San Francisco:Jossey-Bass, 1982), 44. 
7A. W. Astin, Minorities in American Higher Education (San 
Francisco:Jossey Bass, 1982), 74. 
8D. W. Breneman and S. C. Nelson, Financing Community Colleges: 
An Economic Perspective (Washington, D. C. :The Brookins Institute, 1981), 21. 
9G. R. Kissler, "The Decline of the Transfer Function: Threats or 
Challenges?" New Directions for Community Colleges: Improving Articulation 
and Transfer Relationships Kinster Edition (San Francisco:Jossey-Bass, 1982), 
19-29. 
10R. C. Richardson, Jr. , E. C. Fisk and M. A. Okum, Literacy in the 
Open Access College (San Francisco:Jossey-Basse, 1983), 11. 
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postsecondary education.11 The brief history of community colleges 
in the United States has met with many triumphs and many failures. 
A major question facing the modern-day community college is 
whether two-year colleges can serve the same number of students 
and improve the quality of educational programs without additional 
dollars? 
These trends, problems and basic questions should be of 
primary concern to community college administrators if they are to 
be responsive to the communities they serve without sacrificing 
quality and integrity of academic programs. These special problems 
and unique challenges have led to a new orientation among 
community college educators. The new orientation is characterized 
by an increased concern for quality rather than an overemphasis 
upon generating "FTE" or increased enrollments. A primary indicator 
of this new emphasis is the dramatic change in the criteria for 
evaluating and accrediting community colleges. In recent years the 
Southern Association of Colleges and Schools (SACS) has begun to 
focus upon results and learning outcomes rather than a process 
orientation.12 This new focus has concentrated specifically upon 
documenting institutional effectiveness. The Southern Association of 
Colleges and Schools has defined institutional effectiveness as the 
"ongoing" documented comparison of performance to the institution's 
11 Ibid., 12. 
12 Southern Association of Colleges and Schools, Resource Manual 
on Institutional Effectiveness (Atlanta:The Commission on Colleges and 
Schools of the Southern Association of Colleges and Schools, 1987), 1. 
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future mission or purpose."13 This new focus implies that 
institutional effectiveness is determined by examining how well an 
institution meets and fulfills the specific needs of the area that it 
serves.  
Institutional Effectiveness 
The concept of institutional effectiveness is not new in 
education circles. For many years the terminology has been used 
extensively, but until recently was not defined. The recent 
introduction of "Institutional Effectiveness" criteria by accreditation 
associations has served to provide a clear operational definition for 
use by educators. This definition asserts that "Institutional 
Effectiveness involves a systematic, explicit, and documented 
comparison of institutional performance to institutional purpose."14 
The focus of institutional effectiveness criteria is to assist in 
the examination and evaluation of educational outcomes. These 
outcomes involve such things as: organization goals, organizational 
objectives, student success and performance, mission, purpose and 
emphasis. These basic directions that each institution sets for itself 
will ultimately be evaluation criteria. To comply with the intent of 
the new criteria, administrators must take the following steps: 
13 Ibid., 4. 
14Ibid., 4. 
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1. Establish a clearly defined purpose based upon widespread 
consensus of faculty, staff and the community that is appropriate for 
collegiate education. 
2. Set specific educational goals and objectives through 
consensus which are both consistent with institutional purpose and 
measurable.  
3. Develop specific procedures for fulfillment of goals and 
objectives; designate responsibility and evaluate the extent to which 
goals and objectives are met. 
4. Develop strategies and procedures for using the results of 
this ongoing evaluation to make improvements and enhance 
institutional effectiveness.15 
This specific blueprint for establishing an effective 
institution has certain necessary conditions. First, these conditions 
assume that an ongoing planning and evaluation process either exists 
or can be developed. Secondly, the new evaluation criteria assume 
that the institution is in a position to provide adequate financial 
resources, human resources, and institutional research support 
necessary to document institutional effectiveness and accountability. 
These two basic assumptions involve two variables thought to be 
highly related to institutional effectiveness. They are Institutional 
Planning and Resource Development. 
15Ibid., 7. 
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Institutional Planning 
Some variables are directly related to institutional 
effectiveness. The latest criteria for accreditation by the Southern 
Association of Colleges and Schools require that effective planning 
and evaluation processes be in place to facilitate institutional 
effectiveness. This requirement is based on the assumption that 
planning must take place for an institution to be effective and 
responsive.16 This assumption is derived from practice in other 
areas such as: business, industry, federal government and the 
military. This practice and experience has resulted in various 
planning models that have been used in an attempt to enhance such 
factors as: productivity, efficiency, quality and profitability. These 
attempts to implement planning models have met with varying 
degrees of success. The use of planning by the military and federal 
government has often served to inhibit effectiveness and 
responsiveness. Attempts to use extensive planning in business and 
industry have met with mixed results. Despite these results the new 
criteria for accreditation purposes is based on the assumption that 
planning is essential to institutional effectiveness. A basic planning 
model for an educational institution has been offered which includes: 
(1) Assessment of the external environment, (2) Audit of the 
internal environment, (3) Development of plans, goals, and 
objectives which are based upon assessment of the external and 
16Ibid., 8. 
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internal environments, (4) Selection of strategic options, (5) 
Refinement of strategic options into tactical alternatives, and (6) 
Specification and management of strategy toward desired plans, 
goals and objectives.17 
Resource Development 
Another variable often indicated as highly related to 
institutional effectiveness is the financial resources that are available 
to dedicate toward achieving institutional purpose, goals, and 
objectives. The ability to develop the necessary financial resources is 
often cited as essential to an institution's ability to meet and fulfill 
specific community needs. A prominent excuse for failure of 
programs, services and initiatives is lack of financial resources.18 In 
recent years the reduction in student enrollments has resulted in 
subsequent decreases in federal and state funding. The job market 
demands necessitate that certain programs continue to produce 
qualified graduates despite low enrollments and student demand. 
These trends have forced community colleges nationwide to place an 
increased emphasis upon seeking alternative sources of funding to 
maintain existing levels of services and to implement new programs 
17 Warren Groff, "Leadership:Vision and Structure," Position Paper 
for the National Council for Resource Development 36 (March 1986) : 4. 
18Warren Groff, "Strategic Planning in Strategic Management," 
New Directions for Community Colleges Myran Edition (December 1983): 44. 
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and services.19 The supplementing or augmenting of a traditional 
base of financial support has been described as critical to carrying 
out the visions, purpose, and initiatives of an institution.20 This 
supplementation or augmentation of a traditional base of support is 
the process of resource development. 
A major problem identified in the recent trend toward 
resource development in the community college area is utilization of 
a "reactive" versus "proactive" approach to securing institutional 
funding. The reactive approach has been described as an ineffective 
method based upon a response to some stimuli external to the 
institution.21 The proactive approach has been described as a highly 
effective method based upon sound institutional planning which 
furthers the institutions ability to meet its stated purpose and 
analyze the specific needs of the community.22 The implication of 
the proactive approach is that institutional planning is highly related 
to the success of the resource development program. 
Statement of Problem 
The new emphasis upon "Institutional Effectiveness" by 
accreditation agencies necessitates that some community colleges 
19Warren Groff, 1986, 5. 
20Ibid., 5. 
21Young, "Shotgunning for Dollars," Community and Junior 
College Journal (November 1978): 42. 
22Ibid., 43. 
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realign institutional priorities if they are to maintain their 
accreditation. This new focus is based upon the premise that 
institutional planning is a critical ingredient in the development of 
institutional effectiveness. Additionally, the new direction 
necessitates that adequate financial resources are available to 
support planning, evaluation and research endeavors. The 
availability of financial resources is also thought to be critical for the 
achievement of an institution's purpose, goals, objectives and 
educational quality. The recent trend of declining funds makes it 
imperative that resource development efforts be effective to support 
institutional compliance with effectiveness criteria. 
It is natural to assume that systematic institutional planning 
and resource development serve to enhance institutional 
effectiveness since there is such widespread acceptance of such a 
relationship.23 A basic problem with this premise is "What if there is 
no significant positive relationship between institutional planning 
and institutional effectiveness" or "What if there is no significant 
positive relationship between resource development efforts and 
institutional effectiveness?" 
The proponents of institutional planning suggest that 
effective resource development depends upon appropriate planning 
efforts. "What if there is no significant positive relationship between 
institutional planning and resource development?" 
23Southern Association of Colleges and Schools, Resource Manual 
on Institutional Effectiveness , 4. 
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The implications of these questions serve to raise alarm 
concerning institutional effectiveness and the variables that may be 
critical for achieving effectiveness. 
Purpose 
This research project focused on the variables of 
institutional planning and resource development and their 
relationship to institutional effectiveness. The purpose of this 
research was to assess the relationships among institutional planning, 
resource development, and institutional effectiveness. 
Significance 
The special significance of this study is to provide data 
useful to community college administrators in their efforts to 
develop more fully an understanding of institutional effectiveness. 
An understanding of the relationships among institutional planning, 
resource development, and institutional effectiveness is essential to 
the development of a deeper understanding of institutional 
effectiveness. The examination of these relationships addresses 
some of the basic assumptions associated with institutional 
effectiveness. If variables such as institutional planning and 
resource development are important they merit special attention on 
state, regional, and national levels. The recent emphasis by 
1 3  
accrediting agencies on institutional effectiveness will result in a 
more in-depth examination of other variables suspected to be highly 
related to institutional effectiveness. 
Limitations 
1. The statistical significance of relationships examined by 
this study is restricted by the small number of institutions 
that have completed reaccreditation under new SACS 
guidelines. 
2. The study does not make allowances or control for 
extraneous variable of political climate which may affect 
major variables. 
3. The concept of resource development involved such a 
broad spectrum that establishment of parameters and clear 
understanding of operational definition were difficult to 
acertain.  
Delimitations 
1. The results of this study are generalizable to two-year 
commuter-type community colleges of the Southern 
Association Region that have completed reaccreditation 
under new guidelines on institutional effectiveness. 
1 4  
This project focuses upon examination of the level of 
commitment to institutional planning and resource development and 
their relationship to institutional effectiveness. To develop a clear 
understanding of the major variables the following operational 
definitions were used for the study. 
Definition of Major Variables 
1. Institutional Planning-The ongoing development and 
evaluation of goals, procedures and strategies for achieving 
the overall purpose and mission of an institution. 
2. Institutional Effectiveness-The degree to which an 
institution is judged to meet published criteria on 
institutional effectiveness set forth by the Southern 
Association of Colleges and Schools (SACS). 
3. Resource Development-The comprehensive process of 
cultivating, obtaining and securing external or outside 
sources of funding for an institution supplemental to 
regular budgetary funding from state and local sources. 
Definition of Kev Terms 
1. Chief Planning Officer-Highest level administrator with 
the major responsibility for the planning function at the 
insti tution. 
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2. Chief Resource Development Officer-Highest level 
administrator with the major responsibility for the 
resource development activities of the institution. 
3. Commuter-type community college-a two-year 
institution of higher education which offers the associate 
degree as a terminal degree and 95% or more of its student 
are commuter students. 
4. Level of committment-the significance, importance, and 
investment of human and financial resources to 
institutional planning and resource development. 
5. President-Chief executive officer of an institution. 
Research Questions 
This project addressed the following questions. 
1. How is the level of commitment to institutional 
planning related to institutional effectiveness? 
2. How is the level of commitment to resource 
development related to institutional effectiveness? 
3. How is the level of commitment to institutional 
planning related to resource development? 
1 6  
CHAPTER TWO 
Review of Literature 
The major focus of this research project was to examine 
variables and relationships which might be related to institutional 
effectiveness. The two major variables that were examined are 
Institutional Planning and Resource Development. This chapter 
provides a review of literature relevant to these institutional 
activities. To develop an understanding of the significance of these 
possible relationships it is necessary to first examine the concept of 
Institutional Effectiveness. 
Institutional Effectiveness 
The latest trend in higher education is the idea of 
accountability. In recent years regional as well as specialized 
accrediting agencies have established new criteria to address the 
question of accountability.1 Baker and Herman described the 
changes in evaluation that have resulted due to legislative action, 
social trends and technological change: 
1 Southern Association of Colleges and Schools, The Evaluation of 
Institutional Effectiveness-.The Response of Colleges and Universities to 
Regional Accreditation (Atlanta:Commission on Colleges of the Southern 
Association of Colleges and Schools, 1987). 
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Simple linear models of evaluation, thought to mirror a 
linear pattern of needs identification, planning, implementation, and 
evaluation, have been replaced by analyses that recognize the 
complex interactions of technical, social, structural, and political 
environments. From simple, controlled studies of outcomes, design 
and data collection have been augmented to include studies of how 
policy goals, implementation and multifacted information interact. 
Studies of evaluation have been enlarged to reflect a concern that the 
results be used by a range of decision makers.2 
The description provided by Baker and Herman accurately 
reflects the changing accreditation process. Past linear models 
focused upon such things as; number of library volumes, the 
percentage of PhDs on the faculty, the student-faculty ratio, and the 
product of a quality institution.3 The new focus has changed to 
emphasize planning, evaluation and research. 
Several research studies highlighted the change in focus of 
accreditation over the last two decades. A study in the 70's by 
Troutt identified the five major criteria common to all accreditation 
agencies that were supposedly related to institutional quality. These 
included institutional objectives, educational programs, financial 
2 E. L. Baker and J. L. Herman, "Educational Evaluation:Emergent 
Needs for Research," Evaluation Comment (1985): 2. 
3 The Southern Association of Colleges and Schools, The Evaluation 
of Institutional Effectiveness:The Response of Colleges and Universities to 
Regional Accreditation. 1. 
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resources, faculty and library/learning center resources.4 However, 
a study by Troutt did not present research findings to support the 
relationship between these five criteria and institutional quality.5 
The accrediting agencies have responded to the increasing 
demand for measures of quality by adding new criteria to examine 
institutional effectiveness rather that abandoning the traditional 
standards.6 A 1987 survey found that 70% of the administrators 
surveyed agreed that accrediting agencies should require colleges 
and universities to demonstrate effectiveness.7 In 1985 it was 
recommended to the American Association for Institutional Research 
that "data collection and studies be done on an ongoing basis instead 
of once every several years or in the crisis mode that usually 
accompanies self-study and accreditation deadlines."8 Several 
national leadership organizations have recommended a new 
emphasis upon effectiveness and accountability to include the 
Association of American Colleges, National Institute of Education, 
American Council on Education, U. S. Department of Education and the 
4 W. E. Troutt, "Regional Accreditation Evaluative Criteria and 
Quality Assurance," Journal of Higher Education 50 (1979): 199. 
5C. E. Feasley, Program Evaluation (Washington, D. C.:AAHE-
ERIC/Higher Education, 1980), 28. 
6 Council on Postsecondary Accreditation, "Educational Quality and 
Accreditation:A Call for Diversity, Continuity and Innovation," The Quarterly 
Newsletter Spring (1986): 5. 
7 American Council on Education, "Survey on Accreditation and 
Effectiveness," The Quarterly Newsletter Fall (1987): 18. 
8 F. C. Johnson and M. E. Christal, "Preparing for Self-Study," The  
AIR Professional File Spring (1985), 5. 
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National Commission on Excellence in Education.9 Also, a survey co-
sponsored by the Education Commission of the States and the 
American Association for Higher Education found that two-thirds of 
all states have initiated formal assessment programs ranging from 
encouraging institutional action to statewide monitoring and 
mandated evaluation and testing.10 These findings indicate a 
widespread recognition of the need for new initiatives aimed at 
accounting for and measuring institutional effectiveness. 
In 1987 the Commission on Colleges of the Southern 
Association of Colleges and Schools (SACS) adopted this new 
emphasis for the process of institutional accreditation.11 These 
new criteria focus upon the results of education and the extent to 
which the institution uses assessment information to re-evaluate 
goals, make essential improvements and plan for the future.12 The 
introduction of these new criteria has created concern and 
rethinking of priorities for colleges accredited by SACS. This concern 
is quite natural since the new emphasis on "institutional 
effectiveness" weighs heavily in the evaluation criteria for 
accreditation or re-accreditation. 
9 American Association of Community and Junior Colleges, 
Institutional Effectiveness:Looking at Student Outcomes (Washington, D. 
C:American Association of Community and Junior Colleges, 1988), 3. 
10 C. M. Boyer, P. T. Ewell, J. E. Finney and J. R. Mingle, Assessment 
and Outcomes Measurement:A View from the States," AAHE Bulletin 39 (987), 
10. 
11 Southern Association of Colleges and Schools, Resource Manual 
on Institutional Effectiveness , 1. 
12 Ibid., 2. 
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The new institutional effectiveness requirement set forth in 
SACS accreditation criteria necessitates that specific conditions be 
met in order for institutions to meet standards. These conditions 
were determined through widespread involvement of fifty 
authorities in higher education and assessment and thirty chief 
executive officers from the Southern Association region.13 The 
purpose of this extensive involvement was to enhance the 
accountability and credibility of both the accrediting association and 
the member institutions. The specific criteria or conditions that were 
agreed upon were derived from the following basic assumptions: 
1. "Institutional effectiveness involves a systematic, 
explicit, and documented comparison of institutional 
performance to institutional purpose. 
2. Each institution must ultimately develop its own means 
for addressing the issue of institutional effectiveness. 
3. The primary focus of each institution should be upon the 
educational program and the services provided for students. 
4. The planning and evaluation processes should be 
participative, flexible, relevant, simple, and responsive. 
5. The evaluation measures and processes should be 
consistent and systematic in nature across all levels and area of 
a college or university. 
6. The evaluation should involve both qualitative and 
quantitative measures. 
7. Additional resources may be necessary to support an 
ongoing and comprehensive institutional assessment 
effort." 14 
13 Ibid., 1. 
14 Ibid., 2. 
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The specific conditions that have evolved as the result of these 
assumptions are set forth in the form of "must" statements which 
institutions are required to comply with in order to maintain 
accreditation. The major emphasis of these "must" statements or 
requirements is attention to planning and evaluation. The guiding 
statement contained in the new criteria states that, "institutions have 
an obligation to all constituents to evaluate effectiveness and to use 
the results in a broad-based, continuous planning and evaluation 
process."15 Although the new criteria do not spell out a specific 
planning and evaluation process, the implication is that the 
procedures used in evaluation and planning should be 
comprehensive, systematic and involve the entire faculty, 
administration and college community.16 The requirements for the 
evaluation and planning process are prescribed further in the 
statement that: 
"the institution must define its expected educational results 
and describe how the achievement of these results will be 
ascertained."17 
This statement implies that the institution is required to state its 
expectations in the form of goals, objectives and expected outcomes 
and describe in the form of specific procedures how it intends to 
achieve these stated outcomes. 
The new guidelines and criteria provide more specific 
guidance in the design of the necessary institutional processes for 
15 Ibid., 4. 
16 Ibid., 4. 
17 Ibid., 4. 
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planning and evaluation. This guidance is found in the following 
statements: 
"the establishment of a clearly defined purpose 
appropriate to collegiate education; 
the formulation of educational goals consistent with the 
institutions purpose; 
the development of procedures for evaluating the extent 
to which these educational goals are being achieved; and 
the use of the results of these evaluations to improve 
institutional effectiveness."18 
The new guidelines set forth by SACS on institutional effectiveness 
are not limited to the instructional program. The new criteria clearly 
establish the importance of the institutional research function. This 
is established by the statement that "all institutions must engage in 
continuing study, analysis and appraisal of their purposes, policies, 
procedures and programs."19 The new criteria further state that 
institutions should provide adequate financial support, designate 
clearly administrative responsibility, and ensure that research 
personnel are provided access to all relevant information necessary 
for the research function. 
The concept of institutional effectiveness represents 
different things to various constituencies. To address this problem 
the Southern Association has focused upon each institution's mission 
or purpose and how well the institution fulfills its purpose. A critical 
18 Ibid., 5. 
19 Ibid., 6. 
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component of assessment is to evaluate to what extent an institution 
has the components in place to document and evaluate fulfillment of 
purpose. In 1986, the Council on Postsecondary Accreditation stated 
that, 
"the quality of an educational process relates to (1) the 
appropriateness of its objectives, (2) the effectiveness of the 
uses of resources in pursuing these objectives, (3) the 
degree to which objectives are achieved."20 
This stance necessitates a clear statement of what education is 
expected to provide, for without one it would be impossible to 
determine how effective it is. For this reason, the Southern 
Association has taken the position that evaluation of institutional 
effectiveness must begin with an examination of the various 
components that are necessary to document fulfillment of purpose 
and achievement of educational outcomes. 
The consensus regarding institutional effectiveness supports 
the idea that institutional planning is an essential component of 
effectiveness. In fact, the new criteria requires that the planning 
and research function be in place to meet the basic criteria on 
institutional effectiveness stated by the Southern Association. Once 
this basic criterion is met there must be additional evidence to 
reaffirm that each institution uses the planning and evaluation 
functions in a manner conducive to improving program and overall 
institutional quality. The process of accreditation and re-
accreditation focuses upon evaluation of the manner in which the 
20 Ibid., 6. 
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planning process produces positive impact on the institution. In 
other words the degree to which an institution is judged to be 
effective is a direct result of how well the institution uses the results 
of the planning and evaluation functions to make necessary revisions 
and implement positive change. 
Institutional Planning 
The criteria for accreditation adopted by the Southern 
Association are based on the assumption that institutional planning is 
a pre-requisite to institutional effectiveness.21 This assumption is 
not a new idea, but one that has been borrowed from the private 
sector.22 The process of planning has been used widely in business 
and industry. In addition, strategic planning has been used 
extensively by the federal government and the military with mixed 
results. According to Alvin Toffler, "All education springs from some 
image of the future."23 The challenge to the leaders of reform in 
education and training is: 
1. "To develop a vision of the future. 
2. To translate that vision of the future into a scope of 
work."24 
21 Ibid., 4. 
22 Groff, Leadership Vision and Structure. 4. 
23 Alvin Toffler, Future Shock (New York:Random House, 1970), 91. 
24 Warren Bennis and Burt Nanus, Leaders (New York:Harper and 
Row,1985), 125. 
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To meet this challenge educational leaders are required to make a 
commitment to key concepts about the study of the future and 
implement a planning horizon.25 This planning horizon involves a 
basic technological approach to planning that emphasizes a 
systematic or structured approach. 
The technological approach to institutional planning found 
most frequently in educational literature begins with the concepts of 
mission and purpose. According to Peter Drucker, "only a clear 
definition and understanding of mission and purpose makes it 
possible for clear and realistic business objectives".26 The basic 
mission or purpose of an educational institution serves to guide and 
focus the goals, objectives and strategies that make up the strategic 
planning process. In order to develop strategies, goals and objectives 
it is necessary to understand what the institution is about and what 
it should be doing, for the strategies that are developed determine 
what the key activities are.27 
Several basic models for planning have been used in 
business and industry. All of these basic models contain key 
common elements essential in the planning process. These elements 
include: 
1. "A clear understanding of the mission or purpose of the 
organization. 
25 Groff, Leadership:Vision and Structure. 5. 
26 Peter Drucker, Management Task. Responsibilities. Practices 
(New YorkrHarper and Row,1973), 75. 
27 Ibid., 75. 
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2. A comprehensive assessment of the external 
environment or an institution's service area. 
3. A critical analysis or audit of the institution's internal 
environment. 
4. The development of visions and alternative scenarios based 
upon the assessment of the external environment and the 
internal environment. 
5. The selection of strategic options. 
6. The refinement of strategic options into tactical 
alternatives, and 
7. The specification and management of strategy to assist the 
institution in advancing toward the preferred scenarios."28 
A basic planning and management model is shown in Figure 1. 
28 Groff, Leadership:Vision and Structure. 4. 
Figure 1 
GrofFs Planning and Management Model. 1986 
External — 
Assessment 
Strategic Options 
Visions -Tactical Alternatives 
Internal 
Audit 
Strategic Management 
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The external environment for the educational institution consists of 
economic trends, demographic trends, technology, political climate, 
occupational demands, cultural demands, social climate, values and 
other variables. An exhaustive supply of tools and resources is 
available to the college administrator to assess the external 
environment. These tools include such things as; census data, 
demographic data, business/industry needs surveys, student 
surveys, employment trends, testing data, financial data, national 
and regional trends. 
The internal audit consists of the evaluation of the 
institutional mission, goals, objectives, programs, students, services, 
faculty, instruction, governance structure, finances, facilities, 
equipment and student outcomes.29 In recent years institutions of 
postsecondary education have done an adequate job of internal audit 
and assessment.30 This has been due to the emphasis of 
accreditation agencies on internal audit.31 
A different approach or alternative model to institutional 
planning focuses upon the review of mission as a starting point. This 
approach begins with a determination of whether the actual mission 
of the institution serves to support and enhance decision-making.3 2 
If the current mission statement is deemed to be inappropriate then 
29 Ibid., 4. 
30 Ibid., 5. 
31 Ibid., 5. 
32 Caruthers and Lott, Mission Review:Foundation for Strategic 
Planning (Boulder:National Center For Higher Education Management 
Systems, 1981), 23. 
reevaluation of the mission statement is necessary. This alternative 
planning model is reflected in figure 2:33 
33 Ibid., 20. 
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Figure 2 
Caruthers and Lott's 
Strategic Planning Model with Mission Review. 1981 
Environmental 
Opportunities and 
Constraints 
Current Mission Matching Process •Formulation of 
Strategic Plans 
Internal Capabilities 
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The process of mission review involves establishment of an 
appropriate and usable mission which later serves as a guiding 
principle for overall institutional planning. Caruthers and Lott offer 
a three phase approach to mission development. That approach is 
summarized in Figure 3:34 
34 Ibid., 22. 
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Figure 3 
Caruthers and Lott's Three Phase Approach 
Mission Development. 1981 
Phase I 
Current Mission Assessment 1. Review current mission 
statement. 
2. Determine actual mission. 
3. Compare stated and 
actual mission. 
4. Determine whether to 
initiate mission review. 
Phase II 
Strategic Planning 1. Consider future external 
factors. 
Phase III 
Mission Reformulation 
2. Analyze internal capacity. 
3. Assess willingness and 
ability to change. 
4. Determine future viability of 
current mission. 
1. Reaffirm current or 
design new mission. 
2. Establish goals and objectives 
to achieve stated mission. 
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The process of mission review is essential to establish a central 
purpose and adjust or reaffirm based on changing needs. All 
planning efforts and initiatives should be guided by this central 
focus. 
One key element of strategic planning is to adapt effectively 
to change necessitated by future developments. There are several 
key concepts associated with studying the future. First, the future is 
not pre-ordained or fixed. The future is unpredictable with many 
possible outcomes. It is essential that creativity and imagination 
play an important role in the development of future scenarios.35 
Secondly, prediction of alternatives is involved in studying the 
future.36 This is essential so that alternative strategies may be 
developed, which are both proactive and responsive. The 
unpredictable nature of the future makes the strategic planning 
process difficult at best. Our basic training and orientation provide 
an obstacle to be overcome if successful planning and change are to 
take place. Most people tend to adhere to traditional ways of doing 
things and maintain the status quo, effectively thwarting change. 
Many past and future national and regional trends illustrate 
the complexity of planning and predicting the future. The factors 
contributing to the enormous enrollment growth of the past two 
decades have presented community colleges with many challenges 
35 Groff, Leadership:Vision and Structure. 3. 
36 Ibid., 3. 
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that have been difficult to overcome.37 Additionally, these trends 
point out the inability of community colleges to meet these 
challenges in a responsive way. The rapidly changing future 
accelerated by the constant waves of change in new technology 
demonstrate the complexity and unpredictable nature of the 
future.38 They also illustrate the need for development of 
alternative scenarios, with alternative strategies for addressing the 
highly unpredictable future. Basic questions and direction must be 
resolved in the early stages of planning to guide the mission, goals 
and objectives of an institution. 
An alternative view of planning is also illustrated by the 
unpredictable nature of future trends. Is it possible with any degree 
of certainty to predict the future? Is the investment of valuable 
time and resources to a detailed planning effort an effective strategy 
to enhance educational quality? These questions illustrate a trap 
that many institutions fall into. In the effort to plan effectively, an 
institution may overdo the planning effort through development of 
elaborate planning procedures and documentation, which results in 
overkill. Overkill can be characterized by overplanning and a 
proliferation of paperwork and documentation to the point that 
actual achievement of organizational goals and objectives are 
impeded. Many well intended planning systems result in frustration 
37 Richardson, Planning for the NinetiesrExcellence Equals Access 
Plus Achievement. 14. 
38 Toffler, Future Shock. 63. 
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and failure due to such things as "data deluge, technical tyranny, and 
paper plague".39 These plans are beset by complexity and 
overindulgence to the point of actually inhibiting enhancement of the 
educational program. These pitfalls must be avoided if the strategic 
planning process is to be effective. Ineffective planning may result 
in the conclusion that the merits of planning are overrated and 
unnecessary. 
The recent emphasis upon planning by SACS represents an 
attempt by educational leaders in the southern region to address 
concerns of effectiveness and accountability. This emphasis 
effectively forces institutions to include planning as a part of regular 
institutional operation. The challenge to the college administrator is 
to develop the proper approach to planning. This is accomplished by 
the creation of the proper balance between the need for simplicity 
and the need for appropriate comprehensiveness.40 This critical 
balance will determine the long term success or failure of the 
planning effort. 
Resource Development 
An element necessary to carry out the strategic plans and 
initiatives of institutional leadership is financial resources. In order 
to obtain the financial resources needed for institutional initiatives 
39 Southern Association of Colleges and Schools, Resource Manual 
on Institutional Effectiveness. 16. 
40 Ibid., 16. 
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college administrators have turned their attention to the process of 
resource development. In the community college sector the resource 
development function is beginning to emerge as an essential 
ingredient of institutional management. Community college 
administrators nationwide are beginning to recognize that grant 
writing and private fund raising efforts are critical to make dollars 
available to support initiatives, innovations and new programs. 
Institutions that are proactive and responsive must cultivate the 
resources necessary to respond to new opportunities and maintain 
flexibility. According to Cyert, 
"No institution should ever allow itself to get in a position 
of retrenchment or unrelieved trimming, pulling back and 
economizing at every turn. Danger stems from to only 
survive, but it must survive fruitfully."41 
To survive and survive fruitfully, community college administrators 
must place special emphasis upon resource development efforts to 
cultivate the capital necessary to be responsive and proactive. 
Recent reductions in student enrollment have resulted in 
reductions in federal and state funding. The trend has caused 
community college administrators to place increased emphasis upon 
seeking alternative sources for funding to carry on existing services 
and implement new programs. In the 1960's and early 70's, most 
community colleges depended almost entirely upon state funding for 
institutional operation. In the early and mid-1970's an increasing 
number of community colleges began to supplement state funding 
41 G. Keller, Academic Strategy (Baltimore:Johns Hopkins 
University Press, 1983), 168. 
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with federal funding programs. The 1980's find community colleges 
scrambling to compete with four-year universities for scarce private 
resources in the wake of declining federal dollars. This effort has 
met with mixed results.42 These mixed results have been due in 
part to lack of strong alumni relations and the years of experience 
enjoyed by the four year universities. Another problem that has 
plagued the resource development effort in the community college 
sector is the reactive approach that has been extensively used.43 
This approach can be characterized as an institution attempting to 
secure special funding for unique program areas without first 
considering the implications or potential consequences of their 
actions.44 
Another problem area for resource development has been 
the separatist view of the resource development process.45 The 
process of securing external or outside sources of funding for the 
institution is often discussed as a discrete entity.46 All to often 
there is little understanding on the part of the faculty and staff 
regarding what function the resource development office plays in the 
overall institutional operation.47 This may be due to lack of 
involvement and participation in funding initiatives created by 
reactive approaches. The resource development officer is seldom 
42 Jim Young, 42. 
43 Ibid., 42. 
44 Ibid., 43. 
45 Ibid., 42. 
46 Ibid., 42. 
47 Ibid., 42. 
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viewed as an integral part of the total functioning of the institution.48 
This separatist view of the resource development process has 
resulted in funding initiatives becoming counterproductive or even 
worse, catastrophic.49 
To develop more fully an understanding of the development 
process we must first be determined what resource development 
encompasses. The resource development function primarily involves 
the seeking and securing of outside sources of funding. The term 
"outside funding" encompasses the solicitation and acquisition of 
funds from sources other than an institution's normal budget sources. 
For most community colleges, the government is the primary budget 
source. For example, in the North Carolina Community College 
system most schools receive the majority of their funding from state 
sources, with local and federal sources making up less than one third 
of the total institutional budget.50 Outside funds usually involve 
extra-institutional resources solicited and obtained from a variety of 
sources to supplement the normal funding base. The supplementing 
or augmentation of a normal base of support is critical to carrying 
out visions and initiatives.51 For this reason, it is essential that the 
resource development be an integral part of the functioning of the 
institution. 
48 Ibid., 42. 
49 Ibid., 42. 
50 North Carolina Department of Community Colleges, Annual Data 
Plan. (Raleigh:N. C. Department of Community Colleges, 1988), 33. 
51 Young, 42. 
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The resource development efforts in two-year community 
colleges vary in approach from unplanned and often accidental 
receipt of funds to highly organized efforts.52 Regardless of the 
level of organizational experience, it is more often the institution's 
rationale for seeking outside resources rather than its procedure 
which determines long range success of activities.53 This 
phenomena is the result of two general approaches to resource 
development which can be characterized as reactive and proactive. 
The reactive approach is based upon a reaction to some stimulus 
external to the institution.54 A common example would be a 
resource development officer or college president reacting to a grant 
announcement and automatically submitting a proposal simply 
because "there is nothing to lose".55 In many instances this practice 
tends to blossom into a practice commonly referred to as 
"Shotgunning".56 Shotgunning occurs when an institution researches 
all possible funding sources and submits proposals to as many 
sources as possible. This practice often can be counterproductive to 
institutional objectives. This is the result of lack of planning, and 
little if any thought given to whether an institution really needs the 
specific program for which funding is sought. In such instances 
funding will likely occur in some cases. The funded projects require 
52 Ibid., 43. 
53 Ibid., 44. 
54 Ibid., 44. 
55 Ibid., 42. 
56 Ibid., 42. 
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a committment of time and institutional resources which may or may 
not be related to the overall organizational goals and objectives. This 
results in the investment of valuable time and effort in sometimes 
frivolous activities while neglecting the major purpose, goals and 
objectives of the institution. Another negative aspect of this 
approach is how the institution plans to perpetuate the program 
after outside funds run out. The constant elimination of jobs, 
positions and personnel can have devastating effects upon employee 
motivation and morale. Additionally, outside funding sources may 
dry up as a result of unsatisfactory post-evaluation of programs.57 
The use of a reactive approach to resource development may result 
in projects with glaring deficiencies.58 Often projects are not based 
upon the needs of students and the community served by the 
institution. Short-sighted projects may be developed with little 
thought as to how they relate to the overall functioning of the 
institution.59 This may result in burdensome and ineffective 
projects. The major failure of reactive projects is that they may be 
incompatible with current efforts, long-range plans, and purposes of 
the institution.60 
The opposite approach is a proactive method. The proactive 
approach is characterized by good planning, and is futuristic, 
57 Ibid., 44. 
58 Ibid., 44. 
59 Ibid., 43. 
60 ibid., 43. 
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visionary and anticipatory.61 In an educational setting a program 
deemed good enough to merit outside funding should be essential 
enough to enjoy continued institutional support once outside funding 
ceases.62 This should be a determining factor in the pursuit of 
outside resources, except for certain short-term research oriented 
projects.63 A proactive approach places major emphasis upon 
institutional mission, goals and objectives. Proactive resource 
development is a collaborative effort which usually involves most 
levels of an institution's operation. This involvement and 
collaboration is critical to the success of a funded project or 
activity.64 
A key element of proactive resource development is 
strategic planning.65 The strategic planning process must include a 
comprehensive assessment of institutional and clientele needs. 
Additionally, in the planning process planners must envision the 
relationship of anticipated outside funds to regular budget resources 
and to the total institutional program. Planning must also be 
futuristic enough to accommodate long range plans, implications and 
obligations to be precipitated by funding activity.67 
The acceptance of outside funding is often viewed as a 
commitment to carry on indefinitely the purposes, programs and 
61 Ibid., 43. 
62 Ibid., 43. 
63 Ibid., 44. 
64 Ibid., 44. 
65 Groff, Leadership:Vision and Structure. 3. 
67 Young, 44. 
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activities for which resources were initially solicited. For this reason, 
careful thought and planning should go into requests for outside 
funding. The purpose of funding requests must be viewed as 
germane to the total purpose and role of individual programs and the 
total institution. Any resource development effort should involve a 
sincere commitment by the institution to the ends for which such 
funds were solicited.68 Simply to fabricate statements of 
institutional commitment or goals contrived merely to secure a 
particular grant of funds will not facilitate the success of a 
development activity.69 The most likely outcome will be severe 
harm to an institution's credibility and its chances of future 
funding.70 
In retrospect, a number of possible rationales can guide the 
resource development effort of an educational institution. The 
community college, not unlike the four year university can choose 
either a proactive or reactive course of action. The position an 
administrator elects to take can have a direct bearing upon the 
outside funding success the institution will enjoy, both short range 
and long range. The institutional administration that pursues a 
proactive approach to resource development will likely enjoy better 
long term success than one that employs a reactive approach. This is 
due to the general perception that the resource development effort is 
an extension of the regular institutional operation, dedicated to 
68 Ibid., 44. 
69 Ibid., 44. 
70 ibid., 44. 
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further the mission, goals and objectives of the institution. For this 
reason, resource development efforts should be carefully guided and 
supported by sound strategic planning. Without this essential 
relationship efforts to obtain outside sources of funding are likely to 
be ineffective and counterproductive. 
Summary 
Several basic assumptions guide the examination of 
institutional effectiveness and the variables suspected to enhance 
institutional quality. The recent emphasis upon planning and 
evaluation illustrates the belief that planning is essential to 
institutional effectiveness. This belief has resulted in the 
requirement of planning to meet the basic criteria regarding 
institutional effectiveness adopted by the Southern Association. It is 
reasonable to assume that the level of commitment to planning 
demonstrated by an institution has a high relationship to 
institutional effectiveness. This is especially true due to the fact that 
the basic criteria on which institutions are rated or judged for 
institutional effectiveness by accreditation associations require a 
concerted planning effort. 
Another major factor suspected to be highly related to 
institutional effectiveness is financial resources. Lack of adequate 
resources is the most frequent complaint or excuse for failure of 
programs and services. Those institutions which enjoy a high degree 
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of success in generating substantial resources are oftentimes judged 
to be more innovative and effective. The reason for this 
misconception is due to the fact that additional resources often allow 
an institution the flexibility to implement new programs and 
services. The addition of new programs and services often lead to 
perceptions of growth and institutional vitality. These perceptions, 
however, can be misguided due to lack of careful planning and 
emphasis upon institutional purpose and mission. Another danger is 
that too heavy a dependence upon "soft money" can lead to 
institutional instability. Institutional instability may result due to 
lack of planning and is often characterized by frequent reductions in 
programs and services, loss of jobs and reduced employee morale 
when funding sources are reduced or funded projects end. The 
literature regarding planning and resource development supports the 
idea that successful resource development is based upon sound 
institutional planning. The basic assumption is that a high degree of 
positive relationship exists between institutional planning and 
effective resource development. This assumption is based upon the 
premise that for resource development to be effective and 
responsive to critical institutional needs a planning process must be 
in place to properly identify and prioritize those needs. 
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CHAPTER THREE 
Methodology 
This study focused on the variables of institutional planning 
and resource development and their relationship to institutional 
effectiveness. The purpose of this research was to assess the 
relationships among institutional planning, resource development, 
and institutional effectiveness. 
This project focused upon examination of the level of 
organizational commitment to institutional planning and resource 
development and their relationship to institutional effectiveness. 
Level of commitment was defined as the significance, importance and 
investment of human and financial resources to institutional 
planning and resource development. The following questions were 
addressed. 
1. How is the level of commitment to institutional planning 
related to institutional effectiveness? 
2. How is the level of commitment to resource development 
related to institutional effectiveness? 
3. How is the level of commitment to institutional planning 
related to resource development? 
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Limitations 
1. The statistical significance of relationships examined by 
this study is severely restricted by the small number of 
institutions that have completed reaccreditation under new 
SACS guidelines. 
2. The study does not make allowances or control for the 
extraneous variable of political climate which may affect 
major variables. 
3. The concept of resource development involved such a 
broad spectrum that establishment of parameters and clear 
understanding of operational definition were difficult to 
acertain. 
Delimitations 
1. The results of this study are generalizable to two-year 
commuter-type community colleges of the Southern 
Association Region that have completed reaccreditation 
under new guidelines on institutional effectiveness. 
To develop a clear understanding of the major variables the 
following operational definitions were used for the study. 
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Definition of Major Variables 
1. Institutional Planning-The ongoing development and 
evaluation of goals, procedures and strategies for achieving 
the overall purpose and mission of an institution. 
2. Institutional Effectiveness-The degree to which an 
institution is judged to meet published criteria on 
institutional effectiveness set forth by the Southern 
Association of Colleges and Schools (SACS). 
3. Resource Development-The comprehensive process of 
cultivating, obtaining and securing external or outside 
sources of funding for an institution supplemental to 
regular budgetary funding from state and local sources. 
Definition of Key Terms 
1. Chief Planning Officer-Highest level administrator with 
the major responsibility for the planning function at the 
institution. 
2. Chief Resource Development Officer-Highest level 
administrator with the major responsibility for the 
resource development activities of the institution. 
3. Commuter-type community college-a two-year institution 
of higher education which offers the associate degree as a 
terminal degree and 95% of its student are commuter 
students. 
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4. Level of committment-the significance, importance, and 
investment of human and financial resources to 
institutional planning and resource development. 
5. President-Chief executive officer of an institution. 
Population 
The population of this study included two-year commuter-
type community colleges, which have been accredited under the new 
SAC's guidelines established in 1986. The new SAC's guidelines 
included the new standard on institutional effectiveness. The 
institutional effectiveness standard set forth specific criteria that 
must be met in order to comply with accreditation standards. The 
institutional effectiveness criteria included; 
1. "Establishment of a clearly defined purpose appropriate to 
collegiate education. 
2. Formulation of educational goals consistent with the 
institutions purpose. 
3. Development of procedures for evaluating the extent to 
which these educational goals are achieved; and the use of the 
results of these evaluations to improve institutional 
effectiveness."1 
This study included only two year community colleges which are 
predominantly commuter-type institutions. Two-year colleges with 
residency halls, and on-campus housing facilities were excluded. The 
1 Southern Association of Colleges and Schools, Resource Manual 
on Instituional Effectiveness. 5. 
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literature suggested that residential-type institutions enjoy a 
favorable position over commuter-type institutions in the area of 
resource development.2 
The population for this study was 18 two-year public, 
commuter-type community colleges under the jurisdiction of SACS. 
These colleges were selected from among 34 Southern Association 
colleges which had completed the process of accreditation or 
reacreditation in 1986, 1987 and 1988. The 18 institutions selected 
for the study completed the reaccreditation process under the new 
institutional effectiveness criteria. This was essential since the 
operational definition of institutional effectiveness to be used was 
based upon the specific criteria established by SACS. Additionally, 
the judgment of the level of effectiveness of each of the institutions 
selected is based, in part, upon institutional self studies, self 
evaluation and evaluation committee reports. For these reasons, it 
was essential to include as many schools as possible that have been 
evaluated using the same criteria regarding institutional 
effectiveness. The key personnel from each of the institutions 
selected for the study were the President, Chief Planning Officer and 
Chief Institutional Resource Development Officer. Also, the staff of 
SACS was involved in making available critical documentation for 
assessment of institutional effectiveness. The SACS staff contacted 
the presidents of each institution involved in the study and obtained 
2 Young, 43. 
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permission from each to make available all documentation collected 
during the reaccreditation process. 
Instruments 
The use of surveys served as one of the major forms of 
instrumentation. The President, Chief Planning Officer and Chief 
Institutional Resource Development Officer at each institution were 
surveyed to assess the levels of commitment to planning and 
resource development that existed within each institution selected 
for the study. Each of the surveys was developed involving 
Presidents, Chief Planning Officers, Resource Development Officers, 
and persons who have served as self-study team members who were 
not directly involved in the study. This involvement served to 
develop questions which assessed each of the factors identified by 
this study to include; institutional planning, resource development 
and institution effectiveness. Once the surveys were developed each 
was pilot tested with a representative group of presidents, planning 
officers, resource development officers and self-study team members 
not directly involved in the study to identify problems with 
questions, clarity, length, etc. Additionally, the results of the pilot 
testing were used to determine internal consistency and reliability of 
survey instruments. Each survey was developed using a Likert-type 
scale to indicate varying levels of commitment to planning, resource 
development and institutional effectiveness level. (See Appendices A, 
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B, C) In addition, questions regarding institutional effectiveness and 
planning were taken directly from questionnaires recommended by 
SACS. (See Appendix D) 
To validate the results obtained from survey data further 
other forms of data were collected and analyzed to develop a 
complete picture surrounding the variables in question. This 
involved collection of institutional mission statements, purpose 
statement, long range plans, objectives and short range plans. 
Additionally, organizational charts, financial data, self-study 
documentation and final visitation team evaluation reports were 
examined. The majority of these data were obtained through 
arrangements with the staff of SACS. (See Appendix E) 
Procedures 
The first step in this study was the identification of two-
year community colleges in the Southern Association Region that had 
completed the accreditation process under the new criteria for 
institutional effectiveness. This was accomplished by contacting 
SACS. A listing of 34 two-year community colleges was developed to 
include all institutions completing accreditation in 1986, 1987 and 
1988. (See Appendix F) From the original list of 34 eligible schools, 
18 two-year community colleges were selected for inclusion in the 
study. The selection of colleges was accomplished by elimination of 
those institutions with dormitory or housing facilities. The 18 
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remaining two-year commuter-type or community colleges were 
selected for inclusion in the study. 
The next step was to develop a set of surveys which were 
useful in establishing levels of commitment to institutional planning, 
resource development and determining effectiveness level. These 
surveys were developed with the input of college presidents, chief 
planning officers, resource development officers and visitation team 
members. First, specific questions were developed which would 
indicate commitment to planning and resource development. These 
were developed by borrowing questions from other surveys and 
literature regarding planning and resource development. 
Additionally, presidents, planning officers and resource development 
officers submitted possible questions for inclusion in the study. Once 
these questions were compiled a representative group of questions 
were selected for inclusion in a pilot study. The development of 
questions to include in surveys to assess institutional effectiveness 
began with a thorough review of SAC's criteria and recommendations 
regarding institutional effectiveness. The actual survey questions 
were derived directly from SAC's recommendations and specific 
survey instruments used previously to assess institutional 
effectiveness. (See Appendix D) The purpose of including 
institutional effectiveness questions in the surveys was to allow 
institutional personnel the opportunity to do a self-evaluation 
regarding institutional effectiveness. Self-evaluation data would 
later be used in conjunction with self-study data and final visitation 
5 3  
reports to develop a composite score regarding effectiveness. The 
surveys regarding institutional planning, resource development and 
institutional effectiveness were then pilot tested with a total of 20 
individuals to include; presidents, chief planning officers, resource 
development officers and self-study team members. (See Appendices 
A, B, C) The individuals involved in the pilot test were from 
institutions not directly associated with the study. This pilot testing 
served to identify questions which were vague, unclear or created 
confusion for the reader. Additionally, the pilot testing was used to 
conduct a statistical analysis of internal consistency and reliability. 
This was accomplished by measuring the consistency of responses by 
item among respondents and test/retest. The internal consistency 
was determined by use of the Kuder-Richardson formula for 
rationale equivalence reliability. A coefficient of stability was 
determined for test/retest reliability. The following coefficients 
were found for tests of internal consistency and test/retest 
reliability. 
Coefficients for Internal Consistency and Test/Retest Reliability 
Survey KR-21 Coefficient 
President (n=5) .83 
PI. Officer (n=5) .85 
Resource Development 
Officer (n=5) .80 
Visitation Team 
Members (n=5) .80 
Total (n=20) 
Coefficient of Stability 
.90 
.93 
.91 
.90 
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The pilot testing of these surveys revealed a few minor 
problems with content, meaning and readability. Additional spacing 
was included between each question to improve readability. 
Additionally, the numbering system for responses (1-Strongly agree, 
2-agree, 3-disagree, 4-strongly disagree) was moved from the last 
line of each question to the first line of each question to improve 
readability. These two changes were incorporated into the surveys 
before mailing them to schools included in the study. (See 
Appendices A, B, C) 
Another problem was identified by pilot testing the original 
surveys. The responses of a few individuals indicated that there was 
some confusion or misunderstanding as to the meaning of "resource 
development." This confusion was often expressed by college 
presidents, vice-presidents and deans. To address this problem the 
new surveys included an explanation and an operational definition in 
the cover letter and a sentence defining resource development. 
These changes were incorporated into the surveys before mailing to 
schools included in the study. (See Appendices A, C) 
Once the surveys were developed and pilot tested they were 
distributed to the institutions. The specific steps and procedure were 
as follows for each survey instrument: 
1. The survey questionnaires for planning, resource 
development and institutional effectiveness were mailed, 
accompanied by a cover letter from the author. (See Appendix G) 
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Additionally, a cover letter was enclosed from Robert Scott, Executive 
Director, North Carolina Community College System and former 
Governor of North Carolina. (See Appendix H) These letters stressed 
the importance of examination of the variables suspected to be 
related to institutional effectiveness. Also the author's letter assured 
confidentiality and offered a summary of the results of the study to 
each respondent. (See Appendix G) 
2. The surveys were distributed by mail with a pre-posted 
return envelope to each institution included in the study. (See 
Appendix G) The planning survey was mailed directly to the chief 
planning officer. (See Appendix B) The resource development survey 
was mailed to the chief resource development officer. (See Appendix 
C) The president of each institution was mailed a survey instrument 
which included planning, resource development and institutional 
effectiveness questions. (See Appendix A) Special instructions were 
included to inform each individual involved of the other personnel 
responding to surveys and that each survey should be completed 
without consultation to provide for different perspectives. Each 
respondent was given a deadline of three weeks to complete and 
return the survey. At the end of the 4th week each nonrespondent 
was mailed a reminder notice and another survey form for 
completion. After 6 weeks each nonrespondent was contacted by 
telephone for the purpose of conducting the survey by phone. The 
survey procedure was considered complete after 90 percent of the 
respondents had been surveyed by mail or telephone. 
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To supplement and validate the results of the survey data 
other data were collected and evaluated to further clarify results. 
These supplemental documents were as follows: 
1. Organizational charts were collected from each institution 
to assess the level of commitment to institutional planning and 
resource development. Institutions which had the Chief Planning 
Officer and Chief Resource Development Officer reporting directly to 
the President of the college were judged to have a higher level of 
commitment. Institutions that placed these positions in the higher 
eschelon of the organization were judged to have a high level of 
commitment. Institutions which placed these positions at a lower 
level within the organization were judged to have a lower level of 
commitment. 
2. Institutional data were collected from 1988-89 edition of 
the College Handbook to confirm enrollment, service area, 
demographic data and organizational size. This helped to reduce the 
amount of data to be collected from surveys and to permit 
allowances for varying size on variables of institutional planning and 
resource development. For example, it was reasonable to expect an 
institution with a large enrollment and service area to be in a 
position to raise more financial resources and dedicate more full time 
positions to institutional planning and resource development. 
3. Institutional data were collected from each institution to 
include: school catalog, long range plans, minutes of planning 
committees, minutes of resource development committees, and job 
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descriptions of the president, chief planning officer and chief 
resource development officer. This information was used to rank the 
levels of activity concerning institutional planning and resource 
development. 
4. To examine effectiveness, institutional self-studies, 
minutes of SACS steering committees, and the final report of each 
visitation team were collected. This information along with survey 
information was used to rate institutions on institutional 
effectiveness. 
The content analysis for the above institutional 
documentation involved the development of special rating 
instruments for the purpose of identification of varying levels of 
commitment on variables of planning and resource development. 
Rating instruments were developed to evaluate each major element 
of additional documentation to include; organizational charts, 
planning documents, and resource development documents. (See 
Appendices I, J, K, L, M, N, O, and P) Four individuals were selected 
to serve as evaluators using the rating instruments to analyze 
documentation. The use of multiple raters was intended to develop a 
consensus rating and improve the reliability of the data evaluation. 
Each rating instrument represented a numerical rating scale 
reflecting a spectrum of high commitment to low commitment. From 
the numerical ratings a composite score was developed for the 
variables of institutional planning and resource development. Each 
5 9  
rating instrument clearly spelled out indicators of commitment to 
planning and resource development. 
The content analysis for institutional effectiveness involved 
the collection of institutional self-studies, steering committee 
documentation and visitation team findings. A rating instrument 
was developed to analyze all documentation. (See Appendix Q) The 
same procedures were used involving four raters to analyze 
documentation. The rating instrument included specific statements 
that represented indicators of institutional effectiveness. These 
indicators were taken directly from SACS criteria and guidelines. 
All rating scales were pilot tested using the same four raters 
involved in the actual study. The rater responses were examined for 
inter-rater agreement utilizing institutional documentation from five 
institutions not involved in the actual study. Additionally, intra-
rater agreement was examined by having each of the four raters 
score the same documentation using the same instruments on two 
occasions, three weeks apart. Each rating instrument was considered 
sufficiently reliable for use in the actual study with an agreement 
level of 80% or above. The results for each rating instrument are 
summarized in Table 1; 
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Table 1 
Rater Agreement Levels on Rating Instruments 
Instrument Inter-Rater Level N Intra-Rater Level 
Planning-Committee .80 20 1.00 
Minutes (Appendix I) 
Planning-Long Range .80 20 1.00 
Plans (Appendix J) 
Planning-Organizational 1.00 20 1.00 
Charts (Appendix K) 
Res. Dev.-Organizational .80 20 1.00 
Charts (Appendix L) 
Planning-Pl. Officer Job .80 20 .80 
Description (Appendix M) 
Res. Dev.-President Job 1.00 20 1.00 
Description (Appendix N) 
Planning-President Job .80 20 1.00 
Description (Appendix O) 
Res. Dev.-Res. Dev. Officer 1.00 20 1.00 
Job Descripion 
(Appendix P) 
Institutional Effectiveness .90 20 .94 
Rating (Appendix Q) 
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Data Analysis 
The survey data were collected on Likert-type scales on 
variables of institutional planning, resource development and 
institutional effectiveness. The survey data along with ratings of 
institutional documentation were used to analyze possible 
relationships between the three major variables. All data were 
coded to protect the privacy of the institutions and individuals 
involved. Once all data were collected and all rating of institutional 
documentation had been completed, the data were analyzed by 
correlation of specific variables and through multiple regression 
analysis. This was accomplished by examination of ten items of data 
for each institution. This included three items of planning data to 
include; president's perception, planning officer's perception, and 
planning documentation. Also, three items of resource development 
data were analyzed to include: president's perception, resource 
development officer's perception and resource development 
documentation. A total of four items of data were analyzed to 
examine institutional effectiveness. These included the president's 
rating of institutional effectiveness, planning personnel's rating of 
institutional effectiveness, resource development personnel's rating 
of institutional effectiveness and the rating of SACS documentation 
by the four independent raters. A composite mean score was 
calculated for each measure on major variables using the self 
evaluations from institutional surveys and the rating scales of 
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documentation on institutional planning, resource development and 
institutional effectiveness. The president's perception, planning 
officer's perception and resource development officer's perception on 
variables of institutional planning and resource development were 
obtained by institutional surveys. The planning documentation and 
resource development documentation was collected from individual 
institutions and SACS, along with accreditation data. For each of the 
ten data items a numerical mean score was calculated using either 
survey data or rating scale data. In the case of rating scale data the 
mean score was calculated using the scores of all four raters. 
The data analysis was accomplished through use of the computer 
center at Western Carolina University. A statistical data file was 
established which included the mean scores for each of the ten data 
items for all 18 institutions. This resulted in ten comparable items of 
data for each institution. All data elements were analyzed using the 
SPSSX statistical analysis package. Dr. Robbie Pittman, Professor of 
Statistics and Research, Western Carolina University assisted in the 
design and programming necessary for correlation, multiple analysis 
of variance and multiple regression analysis. To illustrate the 
specific correlations and possible relationships that were examined a 
diagram is included summarizing the ten data items and possible 
relationships to each other. These are represented in Figure 4. 
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Figure 4 
Statistical Analysis of Data 
2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 
1. PPrP A B C D E F G H I 
2. PPeP J K L M N 0 P Q 
3. PD R S T U V W X 
4. RDPrP Y Z AA BB <E ED 
5. RDPeP EE FF GGr HH II 
6.RDD JJ KK LL MM 
7. PIE NN 00 PP 
8. PLIE QQ RR 
9. RDIE SS 
10. RIE 
1. PPrP-Planning-President's Perception 
2. PPeP-Planning-Planning Officer's Perception 
3. PD-Planning-Documentation 
4. RDPrP-Resource Development-President's Perception 
5. RDPeP-Resource Development-R. D. Officer's Perception 
6. RDD-Resource Development-Documentation 
7. PIE-Institutional Effectiveness-President's Rating 
8. PLIE-Institutional Effectiveness-Planning Personnel's Rating 
9. RDIE-Institutional Effectiveness-Resource Dev. Personnel's 
Rating 
10. RIE-Institutional Effectiveness-Rating of SACS Documentation 
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The grid represented in Figure 4 summarizes the ten items 
of data examined for each institution. The numeral information 
corresponds to each of the ten data items, whereas, the alphabetic 
characters A through SS represented all the possible correlational 
relationships that could be examined using the data from the study. 
This study focused upon relationships directly concerned with 
institutional planning, resource development and institutional 
effectiveness. 
Several possible relationships have significance for the 
college administrator. The major focus of the study was to examine 
the relationships of effectiveness. This was accomplished by using 
multiple analysis of variance and multiple regression analysis to 
determine the relationships of planning and resource development to 
institutional effectiveness. The following summarizes how this was 
accomplished using the information summarized on the grid in Figure 
4; 
A. The relationship of institutional planning to institutional 
effectiveness. 
(1) PPrP (2) PPeP (3) PD = (7) PIE (8) PLIE (9) RDIE (10) RIE 
B. The relationship of resource development to institutional 
effectiveness. 
(4) RDPrP + (5) RDPeP + (6) RDD = (7) PIE (8) PLIE (9) RDIE (10) RIE 
Another relationship that holds special significance for 
educational personnel is the relationship between institutional 
planning and resource development. Education literature implies 
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that effective resource development is based upon sound 
institutional planning. To examine this critical relationship the 
following multiple regression analysis was conducted: 
C. The relationship of institutional planning to resource 
development. 
(1) PPrP (2) PPeP (3) PD = (4) RDPrP (5) RDPeP (6) RDD 
Other relationships were examined to determine possible 
relationships. This was accomplished through correlation using the 
ten measures on variables. The following summarizes the variables 
that were examined using the information summarized on the grid in 
Figure 3. 
A. The relationship of president's perception of planning to 
perceptions of the planning personnel. 
(1) PPrP = (2) PPeP or correlation A. 
B. The relationship of president's perception of planning to 
institutional documentation. 
(1) PPrP = (3) PD or correlation B. 
C. The relationship of planning personnel's perception of 
planning to institutional documentation. 
(2) PPeP = (3) PD or correlation J. 
D. The relationship of the president's perception of resource 
development to perceptions of the resource development personnel. 
(4) RDPrP = (5) RDPeP or correlation Y. 
E. The relationship of the president's perception of resource 
development to rating of resource development documentation. 
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(4) RDPrP = (6) RDD or correlation Z. 
F. The relationship of the resource development personnel's 
perception of resource development to rating of resource 
development documentation. 
(5) RDPeP = (6) RDD or correlation EE. 
G. The relationship of the president's perception of planning to 
the president's institutional effectiveness rating. 
(1) PPrP = (7) PIE or correlation F. 
H. The relationship of the president's perception of resource 
development to the president's institutional effectiveness rating. 
(4) RDPrP = (7) PIE or correlation AA. 
I. The relationship of president's perception of planning to 
institutional effectiveness rating based upon SACS documentation. 
(1) PPrP = (10) RIE or correlation I. 
J. The relationship of the president's perception of resource 
development to institutional effectiveness rating based upon SACS 
documentation. 
(4) RDPrP = (10) RIE or correlation DD. 
K. The relationship of planning personnel's perception of 
planning to planning personnel's rating of institutional effectiveness. 
(2) PPeP = (8) PLIE or correlation O. 
L. The relationship of planning personnel's perception of 
planning to institutional effectiveness rating based upon SACS 
documentation. 
(2) PPeP = (10) RIE or correlation Q. 
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M. The relationship of the resource development personnel's 
perception of resource development to resource development 
personnel's rating of institutional effectiveness. 
(5) RDPeP = (9) RDEE or correlation HH. 
N. The relationship of the resource development personnel's 
perception of resource development to institutional effectiveness 
rating based upon SACS documentation. 
(5) RDPeP = (10) RIE or correlation II. 
O. The relationship of the president's perception of planning to 
the president's perception of resource development. 
(1) PPrP = (4) RDPrP or correlation C. 
P. The relationship of the president's perception of planning to 
resource development personnel's perception of resource 
development. 
(1) PPrP = (5) RDPeP or correlation D. 
Q. The relationship of planning personnel's perception of 
planning to the resource development personnel's perception of 
resource development. 
(2) PPeP = (5) RDPeP or correlation L. 
R. The relationship of the president's perception of resource 
development to the planning personnel's perception of planning. 
(4) RDPrP = (2) PPeP or correlation K. 
S. The relationship between ratings of institutional planning 
documentation and the rating of SACS documentation on institutional 
effectiveness. 
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(3) PD = (10) RIE or correlation X. 
T. The relationship between ratings of resource development 
documentation and the rating of SACS documentation on institutional 
effectiveness. 
(6) RDD = (10) RIE or correlation MM. 
CHAPTER FOUR 
Analysis of Data 
This research project focused on the variables of 
institutional planning and resource development and their 
relationship to institutional effectiveness. The purpose of this study 
was to assess the relationships among institutional planning, resource 
development and institutional effectiveness. To accomplish this task 
the project focused upon examination of the levels of organizational 
commitment to institutional planning and resource development and 
their relationship to institutional effectiveness. Level of commitment 
was defined as the significance, importance and investment of 
human and financial resources to institutional planning and resource 
development efforts. The study addressed the following questions. 
1. How is the level of commitment to institutional planning 
related to institutional effectiveness? 
2. How is the level of commitment to resource development 
related to institutional effectiveness? 
3. How is the level of commitment to institutional planning 
related to resource development? 
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Analysis of Data 
All of the subjects in the population responded to the 
surveys by mail or telephone interview. All 54 surveys were 
completed and used in the study to generate numerical scores for 
measures on major variables. In addition, all necessary 
documentation on institutional planning, resource development and 
institutional effectiveness was obtained for each of the 18 
institutions included in the study. 
The data accumulated from this study resulted in a total of 
ten "scores" on variables of institutional planning, resource 
development, and institutional effectiveness for each of the 18 
institutions included in the study. A mean score was calculated for 
each of the ten measures. The first three mean scores represented 
measures of committment to institutional planning. These included 
the president's perception of planning (PPrP), the planning 
personnel's perception of planning (PPeP), and a rating of planning 
documentation (PD). The next three mean scores represented 
measures of commitment to resource development. This included 
the president's perception of resource development (RDPrP), the 
resource development personnel's perception of resource 
development (RDPeP), and a rating of resource development 
documentation (RDD). The final four mean scores represented 
measures of institutional effectiveness. This included the president's 
rating of institutional effectiveness (PIE), the planning personnel's 
rating of institutional effectiveness (PLIE), the resource development 
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personnel's rating of institutional effectiveness (RDIE), and a rating of 
institutional effectiveness based upon Southern Association 
documentation (RIE). Table 2 summarizes all mean scores for each of 
the 18 institutions in the study. The lower the mean score the higher 
the level of commitment to planning and resource development. In 
the case of institutional effectiveness the lower the mean score the 
higher the rating on institutional effectiveness. 
Data Summary 
I=Institution 
PPrP=president's perception of planning 
PPeP=planning personnel's perception of planning 
PD=planning documentation 
RDPrP=president's perception of resource development 
RDPeP=resource development personnel's perception of resource 
development 
RDD=resource development documentation 
PIE=president's rating of institutional effectiveness 
PLIE=planning personnel's rating of institutional effectiveness 
RDIE=resource development personnel's rating of institutional 
effectiveness 
RIE institutional effectiveness rating based upon SACS 
documentation 
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Table 2 
Mean Measures 
I PPrPPPeP PD RDPrP RDPeP RDD PIE PLIE RDIE RIE 
A 2.00 1.95 3.00 2.63 1.75 2.00 2.3 
B 1.58 1.68 2.40 1.63 2.50 2.66 2.2 
C 2.84 2.63 3.40 1.75 1.88 3.00 2.2 
D 2.00 2.63 3.60 1.88 1.38 1.60 2.2 
E 1.89 2.79 3.20 1.75 2.50 3.66 2.1 
F 1.32 1.47 1.80 1.50 1.38 2.33 2.1 
G 1.89 1.05 3.00 2.63 1.88 1.80 2.3 
H 2.84 1.89 3.20 2.13 1.25 2.33 2.0 
I 2.84 1.89 3.00 2.63 1.63 2.66 2.2 
J 1.74 1.68 2.40 2.25 1.75 2.33 2.2 
K 1.42 1.16 3.00 2.50 1.63 3.00 1.9 
L 2.94 3.16 3.20 1.75 1.63 3.33 1.7 
M 1.84 1.63 1.60 1.50 1.00 1.00 1.8 
N 2.00 1.78 3.00 1.87 1.37 2.66 1.9 
O 1.73 1.84 2.40 2.25 1.87 2.33 2.0 
P 1.15 1.63 3.00 1.50 1.12 3.00 1.8 
Q 1.47 1.63 3.00 1.75 2.00 3.00 1.3 
R 1.36 1.26 2.66 1.50 1.37 1.60 1.2 
2.35 2.41 2.94 
2.24 2.41 2.68 
2.88 2.41 3.13 
2.88 2.41 3.16 
3.35 2.88 3.74 
1.82 2.06 2.16 
1.12 1.29 3.19 
1.94 2.18 3.26 
2.88 2.53 2.74 
2.12 2.12 2.94 
1.94 3.06 3.19 
2.65 2.18 3.39 
1.47 1.41 2.03 
1.82 2.47 2.74 
1.76 1.94 2.03 
1.47 1.41 3.22 
1.82 2.05 3.19 
1.23 1.41 2.58 
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Each of the mean scores was used to analyze the variables of 
institutional planning, resource development and institutional 
effectiveness. All data were examined using Pearson's r correlations 
to determine relationships among separate measures. To, examine 
overall relationships multiple analysis of variance (manova) was 
used since each variable involved multiple measures. The overall 
mean scores for each separate measure of the three main variables 
are represented in Table 3. These scores were computed by 
averaging the mean scores for all institutions. 
Table  3  
Composite Mean Scores-on Measures 
Planning Measures 
President's perception(PPrP) 
Planning per. perception(PPeP) 
Planning documentation(PD) 
Resource Dev. Measures 
President's perception(RDPrP) 
Res. Dev. per. perception(RDFeP) 
Res. Dev. documentation(RDD) 
Inst. Effectiveness Measures 
President's perception(PIE) 
Planning per. perception(PLIE) 
Res. Dev. per. perception(RDIE) 
Inst. Eff. Documentation(RIE) 
Mean N 
1.936 18 
1.875 1 8 
2.826 1 8 
Std. Deviation 
.569 
.576 
.525 
1.967 1 8 .419 
1.661 18 .414 
2.461 18 .678 
2.012 18 .325 
2.097 1 8 .627 
2.146 18 .504 
2.906 18 .474 
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The first step in the analysis was to examine the 
relationships among mean scores within each variable. This was 
accomplished by a correlation of various mean scores on the same 
overall variable. A relationship was considered to be significant if 
greater than or equal to .05. The first major variable examined was 
institutional planning. This was accomplished through use of the 
Pearson's r using each of the three separate measures of commitment 
to institutional planning. The first relationship to be examined was 
the president's perception of planning (PPrP) and the planning 
personnel's perception of planning (PPeP). The mean scores for each 
measure of planning revealed that the planning personnel's 
perception of planning indicated a higher committment to planning 
than that of the president. The mean score for PPeP was 1.875 
compared to 1.936 for PPrP. The correlation for these two sets of 
scores on all 18 institutions indicated a Pearson's r of .621 with a 
level of significance greater than or equal to .003. A significantly 
positive relationship was indicated between president's perception 
(PPrP) and planning personnel's perception (PPeP) of the level of 
committment to planning. The third measure of commitment to 
institutional planning was a rating of institutional planning 
documentation (PD). To further examine relationships the 
president's perception (PPrP) and the planning personnel's 
perception (PPeP) were both correlated with the rating of planning 
documentation (PD). In both cases a significantly positive 
relationship was indicated using the Pearson's r. The correlation of 
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the president's perception (PPrP) and the rating of planning 
documentation (PD) resulted in a coefficient of .452 with a level of 
significance greater than or equal to .030. The correlation of the 
planning personnel's perception (PPeP) and the rating of planning 
documentation (PD) resulted in a coefficient of .485 with a level of 
significance greater than or equal to .021. In each instance all three 
measures of institutional planning had a significant relationship to 
alternative measures. 
The next major variable to be examined was the level of 
commitment to resource development. This examination involved 
three separate measures to include; president's perception of 
resource development (RDPrP), resource development personnel's 
perception of resource development (RDPeP), and a rating of resource 
development documentation (RDD). The first set of measures to be 
examined was the relationship between the president's perception of 
resource development (RDPrP) and the resource development 
personnel's perception of resource development (RDPeP). The 
Pearson's r for these two measures resulted in a coefficient of .165 
which was not significant at the .05 level. The next step in the 
examination of measures of resource development involved 
correlation of both the president's perception (RDPrP) and the 
resource development personnel's perception (RDPeP) to the rating of 
resource development documentation (RDD). The correlation of the 
president's perception (RDPrP) and the rating of documentation (RDD) 
resulted in a coefficient of -.046 which was not significant at the .05 
level using the Pearson's r. This negative correlation indicated no 
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relationship. The results were different when the resource 
development personnel's perception (RDPeP) was correlated with the 
rating of resource development documentation (RDD). This 
correlation resulted in a coefficient of .503 with a level of 
significance greater than or equal to .017. The relationship between 
the resource development personnel's perception (RDPeP) and the 
rating of documentation (RDD) was significant indicating a positive 
relationship. The results of the correlations on measures of resource 
development suggested that the resource development personnel's 
perception was much more in line with institutional documentation 
than the perception of the presidents. 
The next stage of the data analysis involved examination of 
measures of institutional planning and resource development and 
how each related to measures on institutional effectiveness. In the 
case of institutional effectiveness, the same institutional personnel 
that provided survey data for institutional planning and resource 
development were afforded the opportunity to complete an 
evaluation of institutional effectiveness for their respective 
institution. This yielded institutional effectiveness measures based 
upon the president's perception (PIE), the planning personnel's 
perception (PLIE), and the resource development personnel's 
perception (RDIE). The fourth measure of institutional effectiveness 
was derived through examination of reaccreditation documentation 
provided by SACS. The documentation for each institution was read, 
analyzed and scored through use of a rating scale document. (See 
Appendix Q). The average score of four independent raters was 
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computed and resulted in the mean measure used in the data 
analysis (RIE). 
The process of determining relationships between measures 
of institutional planning, resource development and their 
relationship to institutional effectiveness was accomplished through 
correlation using the Pearson's r. The first of these correlations 
involved the president's perception. A total of four separate 
correlations was computed to examine relationships on measures 
involving the president of each institution. A correlation was 
computed for the president's perception of planning (PPrP) and the 
president's institutional effectiveness rating (PIE). The analysis 
resulted in a coefficient of .306 which was not significant. The 
relationship between measures was insignificant. The next 
correlation involved the president's perception of resource 
development (RDPrP) and the president's institutional effectiveness 
rating (PIE). The correlation resulted in a coefficient of .503 with an 
level of significance greater than or equal to .017. The relationship 
between measures was significant indicating a positive relationship. 
The next correlation involved the president's perception of planning 
(PPrP) and the institutional effectiveness rating based upon SACS 
documentation (RIE). This resulted in a coefficient of .278 which was 
not significant. The final correlation from presidential perceptions 
involved the president's perception of resource development (RDPrP) 
and the institutional effectiveness rating based upon SACS 
documentation (RIE). The correlation resulted in a coefficient of .151 
which was not significant. 
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A summary of the analysis of measures based upon the 
president's perceptions revealed few significant relationships. The 
president's perception of resource development (RDPrP) was found to 
be significantly related to the president's institutional effectiveness 
rating (PIE). However, when the president's perception of resource 
development was correlated with the rating of SACS documentation 
(RIE) no significant relationship was found. All other relationships 
between measures revealed no significant relationships. In most 
cases the perceptions of the president served as poor indicators of 
institutional effectiveness. 
The next series of correlations on measures of institutional 
planning, resource development and institutional effectiveness 
involved the perceptions of the planning personnel. A total of two 
separate correlations was computed to examine relationships on 
measures involving the chief planning officer of each institution. A 
correlation was computed for the planning personnel's perception of 
planning (PPeP) and the planning personnel's rating of institutional 
effectiveness (PLIE). The analysis resulted in a coefficient of .817 
with a level of significance greater than or equal to .001. The 
relationship between measures was significant indicating a positive 
relationship. The second correlation analyzed the relationship 
between the planning personnel's perception of planning (PPeP) and 
the rating of institutional effectiveness based upon SACS 
documentation (RIE). The resulting analysis revealed a correlation 
coefficient of .425 with a level of significance greater than or equal to 
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.040. The relationship between the two measures was significant 
indicating a positive relationship. 
In both instances the perceptions of the chief planning 
officer were found to be significantly related to measures of 
institutional effectiveness. The perceptions of the chief planning 
officers served as good indicators of institutional effectiveness. 
These findings are understandable when you consider the amount of 
emphasis placed upon the planning function in recent SACS criteria 
on institutional effectiveness. 
The remaining institutional personnel involved in the study 
were the chief resource development officers. In an effort to 
examing the relationships between measures of resource 
development and institutional effectiveness two additional 
correlations were computed using the perceptions of resource 
development personnel. A correlation was computed for the 
resource development personnel's perception of resource 
development (RDPeP) and the resource development personnel's 
rating of institutional effectiveness (RDIE). The analysis resulted in a 
coefficient of .504 with a level of significance greater than or equal to 
.017. The relationship between measures was significant indicating a 
positive relationship. An additional correlation was computed for the 
resource development personnel's perception of resource 
development (RDPeP) and the rating of SACS documentation on 
institutional effectiveness. The correlation resulted in a coefficient of 
.151 which was not significant. 
81  
The results involving the chief resource development 
officers indicated a significant relationship between the perceptions 
of commitment to resource development and the institutional 
effectiveness rating provided by the same development officer. 
However, no significant relationship was found to exist between the 
perceptions of committment to resource development and the rating 
of SACS documentation regarding institutional effectiveness. The 
perceptions of the chief resource development officers served as a 
good indicator of institutional effectiveness when used in conjunction 
with their own rating of institutional effectiveness. The results were 
the opposite when compared to institutional effectiveness ratings of 
independent scorers based upon examination of SACS documentation. 
An additional examination of relationships between 
measures on major variables was performed. This involved 
examination of the relationships between specific measures on 
institutional planning and resource development. A total of four 
different correlations were performed using the Pearson's r to 
examine relationships between measures. A correlation was 
performed for the president's perception of planning (PPrP) and 
president's perception of resource development (RDPrP). The 
resulting correlation coefficent was .282 which was not significant. 
Another correlation was calculated for the president's perception of 
planning (PPrP) and the resource development personnel's 
perception of resource development (RDPeP). A correlation 
coefficient of .004 which was not significant. The next correlation 
involved the planning personnel's perception of planning (PPeP) and 
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the resource development personnel's perception of resource 
development (RDPeP). This resulted in a correlation coefficient of 
.214 which was not significant. The final correlation involving 
measures on institutional planning and resource development 
compared the president's perception of resource development 
(RDPrP) and the planning personnel's perception of planning (PPeP). 
This correlation resulted in a slightly negative coefficient of -.196 
which was not significant. The specific comparisons on measures of 
institutional planning and resource development revealed no 
significant relationships between indicators. 
The remaining measures to be examined regarding 
institutional planning, resource development and institutional 
effectiveness involved rating of institutional documentation and 
SACS documentation by independent raters. In each instance the 
documentation was reviewed and scored by four independent raters. 
In every case each rater examined the same institutional 
documentation as other raters. After a thorough review, each rater 
scored institutional documentation and SACS documentation using 
special rating scales developed specifically to measure each major 
variable (See Appendices I, J, K, L, M, N, O, P,Q). The independent 
raters represented four different individuals for each major variable. 
Prior to the use of each rating scale pilot tests were conducted using 
each rating instrument to evaluate institutional documentation from 
five institutions not directly involved in the study to determine the 
level of aggreement among raters. The levels of agreement for each 
instrument are indicated in Table 4. 
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Table  4  
Rater Agreement Levels on Rating Instruments 
I n s t r u m e n t  I n t e r - R a t e r  L e v e l  N Intra-Rater Level 
Planning-Committee .80 20 1.00 
Minutes (Appendix I) 
Planning-Long Range .80 20 1.00 
Plans (Appendix J) 
Planning-Organizational 1.00 20 1.00 
Charts (Appendix K) 
Res. Dev.-Organizational 
Charts (Appendix L) 
Planning-Pl. Officer Job 
Description (Appendix M) 
Res. Dev.-President Job 
Description (Appendix N) 
Planning-President Job 
Description (Appendix O) 
Res. Dev.-Res. Dev. Officer 
Job Descripion 
(Appendix P) 
Institutional Effectiveness 
Rating (Appendix Q) 
.80  20  1 .00  
.80  20  .80  
1 .00  20  1 .00  
.80  20  1 .00  
1 .00  20  1 .00  
.90 20 .94 
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The rating instruments were used in the actual study if the 
consistency of response exceeded 80%. The same documentation was 
examined for each of the major variables to include; institutional 
planning, resource development and institutional effectiveness. The 
numerical average score of each independent rater was calculated 
and used to compute the overall average mean score. The mean 
scores for each measure are represented on page 72 under columns 
entitled (PD) planning documentation, (RDD) resource development 
documentation and (RIE) institutional effectiveness rating. The 
ratings for institutional planning and resource development were 
based upon documentation collected directly from institutions and 
state or federal sources. The ratings for institutional effectivenesss 
were based upon documentation collected and compiled by SACS as a 
part of the reaccreditation process. The president of each institution 
involved in the study granted permission for examination of SACS 
documentation (See Appendix R). 
To further clarify relationships between major variables and 
validate rating instruments two correlations were performed of 
independent measures of institutional planning, resource 
development and institutional effectiveness. A correlation was 
computed for the rating of institutional planning documentation (PD) 
and the rating of SACS documentation on institutional effectiveness 
(RIE). The correlation resulted in a coefficient of .816 with a level of 
significance greater than or equal to .001. The relationship between 
ratings was significant. A correlation was computed for ratings of 
resource development documentation (RDD) and the rating of SACS 
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documentation on institutional effectiveness (RIE). The correlation 
resulted in a coefficent of .587 with a level of significance greater 
than or equal to .005. The relationship between ratings of 
documentation was significant indicating a positive relationship. 
The results of the correlations involving ratings on all major 
variables indicated a highly significant relationship between 
institutional planning and institutional effectiveness, plus a highly 
significant relationship between resource development and 
institutional effectiveness. A possible explanation for the high 
degree of relationship between ratings of major variables is that 
much of the same institutional documentation reviewed by the raters 
is used is the evaluation is institutions by SACS visitation teams. The 
results of the institutional effectiveness ratings of SACS 
documentation to a certain degree is the product of the 
interpretation and recommendations of the same visitation teams. 
Additionally, the results indicating a significant relationship between 
institutional planning and institutional effectiveness is likely 
influenced by the major emphasis upon institutional planning in the 
new SACS evaluation criteria on institutional effectiveness. 
A review of the various correlations involving measures on 
major variables indicates several relationships that are significant. 
All three measures on institutional planning are significantly related 
to other measures on institutional planning indicating a high degree 
of consistency between perceptions of institutional personnel and 
ratings of planning documentation by independent raters. 
Correlations between institutional planning measures and 
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institutional effectiveness measures indicated significant 
relationships between the perceptions of planning personnel and 
institutional effectiveness measures. The perceptions of planning 
personnel served as a much better predictor of institutional 
effectiveness than perceptions of presidents and resource 
development personnel. Correlations between resource development 
measures indicated that the perceptions of the resource development 
personnel were significantly related to ratings of resource 
development documentation by independent raters. Correlations 
between resource development measures and institutional 
effectiveness measures indicated significant relationships between 
the perceptions of presidents regarding resource development and 
president's ratings of institutional effectiveness. The perceptions of 
resource development personnel were significantly related to 
resource development personnel's ratings of institutional 
effectiveness. However, the president's perceptions of resource 
development nor the resource development personnel's perceptions 
were significantly related to ratings of institutional effectiveness 
based upon SACS documentation. Correlations between ratings of 
institutional documentation on planning and resource development 
with ratings on institutional effectiveness based upon SACS 
documentation revealed significant relationships between all 
measures. A summary of significant findings is provided in Table 5. 
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Measures 
(1) PPrP = (2) PPeP 
(1) PPrP = (3) PD 
(2) PPeP = (3) PD 
(5) RDPeP = (6) RDD 
(4) RDPrP = (7) PIE 
(2) PPeP = (8) PLIE 
(2) PPeP = (10) RIE 
(5) RDPeP = (9) RDIE 
(3) PD = (10) RIE 
(6) RDD = (10) RIE 
Table 5 
Significant Correlations 
Level of Significance N Correlation 
.003 18 A 
.030 18 B 
.021 18 J 
.017 18 EE 
.017 18 AA 
. 001  18  O 
.040 18 Q 
.017 18 HH 
.001 18 X 
.005 18 MM 
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The final stage of the data analysis focused upon addressing 
the major research questions. The question addressed were as 
follows; 
1. How is the level of commitment to institutional planning 
related to institutional effectiveness? 
2. How is the level of commitment to resource development 
related to institutional effectiveness? 
3. How is the level of commitment to institutional planning 
related to resource development? 
The examination of these major questions involved going 
beyond the use of Pearson's r correlations. In some instances the 
Pearson's r correlations provided insight into the relationships 
between major variables. However, correlations between measures 
on variables were inadequate to examine the combined effects of the 
various multiple measures for each major variable. A total of ten 
different measures were available on the three major variables of 
institutional planning, resource development and institutional 
effectiveness. For these reasons, a multiple analysis of variance 
(MANOVA) was used to analyze the data and take into consideration 
combined effects. The resulting analysis revealed a canonical 
correlation for the overall test of relationship between major 
variables. The canonical correlation served to identify the overall 
relationship between the independent variables and the dependent 
variable. In each instance all measures were taken into 
consideration in the analysis of independent and dependent 
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variables revealing an overall combined effect. A multiple 
regression analysis served to examine the varying degrees of 
influence for specific measures on the independent variables and 
their relationship to the dependent variable. 
The first multiple analysis of variance (MANOVA) examined 
the relationship between institutional planning and institutional 
effectiveness. Incorporating all the three measures of institutional 
planning and the four measures of institutional effectiveness the 
analysis revealed an overall canonical correlation of .905. The 
overall level of significance was determined to be greater than or 
equal to .003 using the Pillais test, .001 using the Hotellings test and 
.001 using the Wilks test. All tests indicated a highly significant 
relationship beyond the .05 level. The r square for the canonical 
correlation indicated that 82% of the variability in institutional 
effectiveness could be explained by the planning measures. The 
multiple regression analysis revealed weighted values for each 
measure of institutional planning. The president's perception of 
planning (PPrP) indicated a coefficient of .591 which was not 
significant. The planning personnel's perception of planning (PPeP) 
resulted in a coefficient of .897 with a level of significance greater 
than or equal to .001. The planning documentation (PD) resulted in a 
coefficient of .827 with a level of significance greater than or equal to 
.003. The multiple regression revealed that 35% of the variability in 
institutional effectiveness could be explained by the president's 
perception of planning, 80% could be explained by the planning 
personnel's perception of planning (PPeP) and 68% could be 
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explained by the planning documentation. A complete statistical 
summary is provided in Table 6. 
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Table  6  
Analysis of Variance-Design 1 
Institutional Planning and Institutional Effectiveness 
Test 
Pillais 
Hotellings 
Wilks 
Value 
1.48756 
6.06879 
.06796 
Approx. F 
3.19656 
4.88875 
4.31844 
Significance of F 
.003 
.001 
.001 
Canonical Correlation 
Canonical Correlation 
.90489 
Squared Correlation 
.81883 
Regression-Effect Within Cells 
Var. Multiple Reg. 
PPrP .59098 
PPeP .89672 
PD .82690 
Sq. M. R. 
.34926 
.80410 
.68376 
F 
1.744 
13.34 
7.027 
Sig. of F 
.200 
.001 
.003 
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The statistics in Table 6 indicate that the level of committment to 
institutional planning is highly related to institutional effectiveness. 
The overall significance of the planning and institutional 
effectiveness relationship is greater than or equal to .01- indicating a 
strong relationship. The planning personnel's perception and 
planning documentation were highly significant, whereas, the 
president's perception less related. Although, the president's 
perception was not significant 35% of the variability in institutional 
effectiveness could be explained by the president's perception of 
planning. The overall conclusion that can be drawn from this 
analysis is the level of committment to institutional planning is 
highly related to institutional effectiveness. Additionally, the level of 
committment to institutional planning serves as a good indicator of 
institutional effectiveness with the exception of the president's 
perception. 
The second multiple analysis of variance (MANOVA) was 
performed to determine the relationship between the level of 
committment to resource development and institutional 
effectiveness. Incorporating the three measures of resource 
development and the four measures of institutional effectiveness, the 
multiple analysis of variance (MANOVA) revealed an overall 
canonical correlation of .762. All tests were insignificant at the .05 
level. However, the squared correlation indicated that 58% of the 
variability in institutional effectiveness can be explained by the 
resource development variables. The multiple regression analysis 
revealed weighted values for each measure on resource 
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development. The president's perception of resource development 
resulted in a coefficient of .647 which was not significant. The 
resource development personnel's perception resulted in a coefficient 
of .499 which was not significant. The resource development 
documentation resulted in a coefficient of .731 with a level of 
significance greater than or equal to .031. The multiple regression 
analysis revealed that 42% of the variability in institutional 
effectiveness could be explained by the president's perception 
(RDPrP), 25% could be explained by the perceptions of the resource 
development personnel and 53% could be explained by the resource 
development documentation. A complete statistical summary is 
provided in Table 7. 
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Table  7  
Analysis of Variance-Design 2 
Resource Development and Institutional Effectiveness 
Test Value Approx. F Significance of F 
Pillais 
Hotellings 
Wilks 
1.03797 
2.09395 
.23878 
1.71934 
1.68679 
1.75950 
.100 
.122 
.104 
Canonical Correlations 
Canonical Correlation Squared Correlation 
.76199 .58063 
Regression-Effect Within Cells 
Var. Multiple Reg. Sq. M.R. Sig. of F 
RDPrP 
RDPeP 
RDD 
.64709 
.49858 
.73086 
.41873 
.24859 
.53415 
2.341 
1.075 
3.726 
.109 
.408 
.031 
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The statistics in Table 7 indicate that there is some relationship 
between level of committment to resource development and 
institutional effectiveness. The overall relationship indicates that 
58% of the variability in institutional effectiveness could be 
explained by the resource development variables. Although the 
relationship is not significant at the .05 level a degree of overall 
influence exists. The significance levels ranging from .100 to .122 
are influenced to a great extent by the limited number of institutions 
meeting the specific criteria for inclusion in the study. If a larger 
number of institutions had been available to include in the survey 
the likelyhood of significant findings would have been enhanced. 
The lack of statistical power afforded by a small sample size often 
prevents identification of significant results.1 The multiple 
regression revealed that the resource development documentation 
had a level of significance greater than or equal to .031 which was 
significant. The president's perception and the resource 
development personnel's perception of resource development were 
insignificant at the .05 level. The president's perception of resource 
development fell in a range which may have been significant with a 
larger number of institutions. The overall conclusion that can be 
drawn from this analysis is that there is some relationship between 
level of committment to resource development and institutional 
1 L. R. Gay, Educational Research:Competencies for Analysis and 
Application (Columbus:Merrill, 1987), 439. 
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effectiveness, however, the overall level was not significant at the 
.05 level. 
The third multiple analysis of variance examined the 
relationship between institutional planning and resource 
development. Incorporating the three measures of institutional 
planning and the three measures of resource development the 
MANOVA revealed and overall canonical correlation of .692 which 
was not significant. The r square for the canonical correlation 
indicated that 48% of the variability in resource development could 
be explained by the institutional planning variables. The multiple 
regression analysis revealed weighted values for each of the 
measures of institutional planning. The president's perception of 
planning resulted in a coefficient of .368 which was not significant. 
The planning personnel's perception of planning resulted in a 
coefficent of .452 which was not significant. The planning 
documentation resulted in a coefficient of .536 which was not 
significant. The multiple regression revealed that 14% of the 
variability in resource development could be explained by the 
president's perception of planning (PPrP), 21% could be explained by 
the planning personnel's perception of planning (PPeP) and 29% 
could be explained by the planning documentation. A complete 
statistical summary is provided in Table 8. 
Table  8  
Analysis of Variance-Design 3 
Institutional Planning and Resource Development 
Test Value Approx. F Significance of F 
Pillais .74894 1.55264 .162 
Hotellings 1.28621 1.52440 .182 
Wilks .38080 1.58822 .165 
Canonical Correlations 
Canonical Correlation Squared Correlation 
.69179 .47858 
Regression-Effects Within Cells 
Var. Multiple Reg. Sq. M.R. F Sig. of F 
PPrP .36826 .13562 .732 .550 
PPeP .45281 .20504 1.203 .345 
PD .53672 .28807 1.888 .178 
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The statistics in Table 8 offer little support in the form of significant 
findings to indicate a strong relationship between institutional 
planning and resource development. The canonical correlation does 
suggest some overall relationship. The squared canonical correlation 
indicates that 48% of the variability in resource development can be 
explained by the institutional planning variables. Although 
insignificant, the canonical correlation is somewhat limited by the 
number of institutions meeting the necessary criteria for inclusion in 
the study. 
Discussion 
This study examined the relationships between institutional 
planning, resource development and institutional effectiveness. The 
foundation for inclusion of these important variables was based upon 
current educational practices, trends and assumptions. The central 
component of the recent trends in the community college sector has 
been the tremendous emphasis placed upon the concept of 
institutional effectiveness. This emphasis represents an initative by 
the educational community to respond to the issue of accountability. 
This new initative has resulted in considerable change in the method 
by which community colleges are evaluated by accreditation 
agencies. In the Southern Association Region the criteria for 
accreditation has been revamped considerably to incorporate a major 
component on institutional effectiveness. The institutional 
effectiveness component of accreditation involves requiring 
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institutions to conduct ongoing institutional research and to 
incorporate these findings into a comprehensive program of 
institutional planning. The planning function must be broad based, 
ongoing and updated regularly. The requirement of planning to 
enhance institutional effectiveness was based upon prevailing 
opinion and the recommendations of key educational leaders. These 
recommendations and opinions are based on the assumption that 
institutional planning enhances institutional effectiveness. 
The results of this study provide strong evidence to suggest 
that a significant positive relationship exists between institutional 
planning and institutional effectiveness. All indicators suggested a 
significant relationship greater than or equal to .05. These findings 
are even more significant considering the small number (18) of 
institutions involved in the study. The limitation of a small sample 
size makes it more difficult to obtain significant results. 
Intrepretation of the results must address to what degree are these 
results a product of evaluation criteria used. It is very likely that a 
strong degree of influence was prevalent due to the use of SACS data 
as a measure for institutional effectiveness. The use of SACS 
accreditation documentation as an indicator of institutional 
effectiveness, when the criteria necessitate a high degree of planning, 
obviously affects the results. However, the study involved multiple 
indicators to include three other measures or self evaluations of 
institutional effectiveness. The separate correlations on measures of 
planning and institutional effectiveness and the overall canonical 
correlation suggest a significant relationship taking into consideration 
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other measures rather than relying on SACS documentation alone. 
The significance of the findings can best be understood when one 
considers that 82% of the variability in perceived institutional 
effectiveness can be explained by the planning variables. This 
strongly suggests that the higher the level of committment to 
institutional planning found within an institution the higher the level 
of institutional effectiveness. 
The availability of financial resources is often cited as the 
key ingredient necessary to solve institutional problems and 
accomplish intitatives. Lack of financial resources is a convenient 
excuse for institutional failures. The trend in the community college 
sector is to cultivate alternative sources of funding in an effort to 
further institutional objectives and increase flexibility. This 
cultivation of alternative funding sources and actual fund 
procurment comprises the resource development process. The 
process emcompasses many different approaches to include; private 
fund raising, foundations, grants, special federal and state funding 
and bond referendums for local funding. The actual success of the 
resource development process is often linked to institutional 
planning. Educational leaders suggest that for the resource 
development to enjoy long term success it must be based upon sound 
institutional planning. Additionally, fund raising initatives must be 
closely linked to meeting critical institutional needs. This project 
attempted to examine these suggestions by determining how the 
level of committment to resource development is related to 
institutional effectiveness. 
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The results of the analysis of resource development and 
institutional effectiveness were inconclusive. The overall 
relationship identified by the canonical correlation indicated that 
58% of the variability in institutional effectiveness could be 
explained by the resource development variables. The levels of 
significance ranged from .100 to .122. The limitation of a small 
sample size to a large degree influenced the results making it 
difficult to obtain a significant finding. It is highly possible that a 
larger sample size could result in significant findings considering the 
level of significance found between resource development and 
institutional effectiveness. The multiple regression analysis 
indicated a level of significance greater than or equal to .031 for the 
< 
resource development documentation(RDD) and the institutional 
effectiveness measures. This finding indicates that the overall 
canonical correlation was affected to a large degree by the 
perceptions of the president (RDPrP) and the perceptions of the 
resource development personnel (RDPeP). A possible factor 
contributing to insignificant findings with perceptions of institutional 
personnel was the limitation associated with establishing parameters 
and development of a clear operational definition. The pilot testing 
of surveys indicated a degree of confusion with the concept of 
resource development even though measures were taken to clearly 
communicate an operational definition to survey participants. The 
possibility of a relationship between the level of committment to 
resource development and institutional effectiveness cannot be 
totally rejected considering these findings. 
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The final relationship examined was to determine how the 
level of committment to planning was related to the resource 
development program. The purpose of this investigation was to 
examine whether the basic assumptions regarding planning and 
resource development were valid. The results found for planning 
and resource development were inconclusive. The overall 
relationship between variables indicated levels of significance 
ranging from .162 to .182. The canonical correlation revealed that 
48% of the variability in resource development could be explained by 
the planning variables. Again the limitations of the sample size 
reduced the possibility of significant findings. The results of this 
relationship fall in a range where it is difficult to predict whether a 
larger sample size might yield significant results. The multiple 
regression analysis revealed no significant relationships on separate 
measures. The possibility of a relationship can neither be confirmed 
nor totally rejected based upon these findings. 
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CHAPTER FIVE 
Summary 
This research project focused on the variables of 
institutional planning and resource development and their 
relationship to institutional effectiveness. The purpose of this study 
was to assess the relationships among institutional planning, resource 
development and institutional effectiveness. To examine 
relationships this study focused on the levels of commitment to 
institutional planning and resource development and their 
relationship to institutional effectiveness. Level of commitment was 
defined as the significance, importance and investment of human and 
financial resources to institutional planning and resource 
development efforts. The following questions were addressed by the 
study. 
1. How is the level of commitment to institutional planning 
related to institutional effectiveness? 
A. The findings indicated that a strong relationship 
exists between institutional planning and institutional 
effectiveness. The overall canonical correlation indicated 
that 82% of the variability in institutional effectiveness 
could be explained by the planning variables. 
Additionally, separate correlations on measures of 
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institutional planning were significantly related to 
institutional effectiveness. The results revealed that the 
level of commitiment to institutional planning served as an 
excellent indicator of institutional effectiveness .levels. 
2. How is the level of commitment to resource 
development related to institutional effectiveness? 
A. The findings indicated that some relationship exists 
between resource development and institutional 
effectiveness. The overall canonical correlation indicated 
that 58% of the variability in institutional effectiveness 
could be explained by the resource development variables 
even though the overall relationship was not significant 
at the .05 level. The limitations of sample size and 
establishment of parameters and operational definition 
for resource development inhibited the ability to 
obtain significant findings. 
3. How is the level of commitment to institutional planning 
related to resource development? 
A. The findings were inconclusive regarding the 
relationship between institutional planning and resource 
development. The overall canonical correlation indicated 
that 48% of the variability in resource development could be 
explained by the planning variables. The levels of 
significance identified fell in a range where it would be 
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unlikely to obtain significant findings with a larger sample 
size. The limitation of establishment of parameters and 
operational definition for resource development inhibited 
the ability to obtain significant findings. 
The population of this study included two-year community 
colleges which have been accredited under the new SACS guidelines. 
These new guidelines involved the addition of a major component on 
institutional effectiveness. The requirements of the new component 
on institutional effectiveness necessitated that institutions must 
provide for systematic, explicit, and documented comparison of 
institutional performance to institutional purpose. Additionally, each 
institution should provide for participative planning and evaluation 
processes that are responsive, flexible, simple and address the needs 
of students. The new criteria requires that institutions state their 
expected outcomes and describe in the form of specific procedures 
how they intend to achieve these outcomes. The new guidelines 
require specific elements to be in place to comply with the criteria on 
institutional effectiveness. This includes: 
"the establishment of a clearly defined purpose 
appropriate to collegiate education; 
the formulation of educational goals consistent with the 
institutions purpose; 
the development of procedures for evaluating the extent 
to which these educational goals are being achieved; and 
the use of the results of these evaluations to improve 
institutional effectiveness."1 
1 Southern Association of Colleges and Schools, Resource Manual 
on Institutional Effectiveness. 5. 
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An additional requirement is set forth in the new criteria which 
necessitates an institutional research function. The research function 
provides the administrative support necessary to carry out ongoing 
study, appraisal and analysis of institutional programs, purposes, 
policies and procedures. 
Population 
/ 
The population for this study included only two-year 
community colleges under the jurisdiction of SACS. A total of 18 
two-year community colleges were selected for study from among 34 
colleges which had completed the process of reaccreditation in 1986, 
1987 and 1988. Institutions were excluded from the study if they 
were reaffirmed prior to 1986 or they had on-campus housing 
facilities. This was essential since the operational definition of 
institutional effectiveness was based upon the new criteria 
established in 1986. Additionally, residential type institutions were 
considered to enjoy a favorable position in the area of resource 
development. 
Procedures 
The procedures for the study involved the use of 
institutional surveys. The key personnel surveyed from each 
institution were the president, chief planning officer and the chief 
resource development officer. The surveys were developed with the 
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imput of presidents, planning officers and resource development 
officers not directly involved in the study. The actual survey 
questions were developed through this involvement and by taking 
questions directly from questionniares recommended by SACS. (See 
Appendix D) Once surveys were developed each was pilot tested 
with a representative group of presidents, planning officers, resource 
development officers and self-study team members. The pilot 
testing served to identify problems with clarity, length, consistency 
and agreement of response. 
The actual procedures of the study began with the selection 
of institutions to be surveyed. This was accomplished by selecting 
only schools from the SACS region that had completed the 
reaccreditation process using the new SACS criteria. This resulted in 
a total of 34 colleges. Through elimination of colleges with housing 
facilities and private colleges a total of 18 two-year commuter type 
colleges remained eligible for study. 
The president, chief planning officer and chief resource 
development officer of each eligible institution were surveyed using 
the final surveys that resulted after revisions were made based upon 
pilot testing. The surveys were mailed, accompanied by a cover 
letter from the author and a cover letter from Robert Scott, Executive 
Director Director of the N. C. Community College System. (See 
Appendices G and H) Special instructions were provided to inform 
participants of the other participants, deadlines for return and the 
importance of separate responses. After a period of 4 weeks 
nonrespondents were mailed a reminder notice and another survey 
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form for completion. After 6 weeks each nonrespondent was 
contacted by telephone to initiate a response or conduct the survey 
by phone. This resulted in the return or completion of all 54 surveys 
for the 18 institutions involved in the study. 
Institutional data were collected to supplement and validate 
the survey data. This included collection of organizational charts, 
enrollment data, demographic data, financial resources, long range 
plans, minutes of planning and resource development commitees and 
job descriptions of the president, chief planning officer and chief 
resource development officer. Additionally, institutional self-studies, 
minutes of SACS steering committees and the final report of each 
visitation team were collected for the purpose of rating institutional 
effectiveness. All collected documents were used for the purpose of 
rating institutions on variables of institutional planning, resource 
development and institutional effectiveness. The rating was 
accomplished with the use of rating forms which were developed for 
each major form of documentation. Each rating form was pilot tested 
using four individual raters. The rater responses were evaluated for 
inter-rater agreement and intra-rater agreement. This resulted in 
the final rating forms that were used in the actual study. All 
institutional documentation was evaluated by four independent 
raters using final rating forms. 
Once all ratings were completed and each survey collected 
the data were analyzed through correlation of specific measures on 
variables, multiple analysis of variance and mutliple regression on 
multiple measures on variables. This was accomplished by 
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examination of ten separate measures on variables for each 
institution. The ten measures were as follows; president's perception 
of planning (PPrP), planning personnel's perception of planning 
(PPeP), planning documentation (PD), president's perception of 
resource development (RDPrP), resource development personnel's 
perception of resource development (RDPeP), resource development 
documentation (RDD), president's rating of institutional effectiveness 
(PIE), planning personnel's rating of institutional effectiveness 
(PLIE), resource development personnel's rating of institutional 
effectiveness (RDIE), and a rating of insitutional effectiveness 
documentation (RIE). For each of the ten measures on variables a 
numerical mean score was calculated using either the survey data or 
rating scale data. In the case of rating scale data the mean score 
represented a composite mean score using all rating instruments on 
each variable and all four raters. 
All correlation, multiple analysis of variance and multiple 
regression analysis was accomplished through use of the computer 
center of Western Carolina University. A statistical data file was 
established which included all mean scores for measures on 
variables. All measures on variables and statistical calculations were 
conducted using the SPSSX statistical analysis package. 
Findings 
The findings of this study revealed several relationships 
that were significant. The initial correlations between measures on 
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variables indicated many significant relationships. The first set of 
measures to be examined involved institutional planning. All 
correlations involving measures on institutional planning indicated 
significant positive relationships to each other. The president's 
perception of planning (PPrP) and the planning personnel's 
perception of planning (PPeP) were found to be significantly related 
with a level of significance greater than or equal to .003. The 
president's perception of planning (PPrP) and the planning 
personnel's perception of planning (PPeP) were both found to be 
significantly related to the ratings of planning documentation (PD) 
with levels of significance greater than or equal to .030 and .021. 
The results were different with the examination of measures 
on resource development. The correlations involving the president's 
perception of resource development (RDPrP) revealed no significant 
relationship to either the resource development personnel's 
perception (RDPeP) or the rating of resource development 
documentation (RDD). The findings were different for the resource 
development personnel's perception. The correlation involving the 
resource development personnel's perception (RDPeP) and the rating 
of resource development documentation indicated a significant 
positive relationship with a level of significance greater than or equal 
to .017. 
The next stage of the data analysis involved examination of 
relationships on measures of institutional planning, resource 
development and how each related to measures on institutional 
effectiveness. The first set of correlations involved measures based 
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upon the president's perception. The president's perception of 
planning (PPrP) was correlated with the president's institutional 
effectiveness rating (PIE) and the institutional effectiveness rating 
based upon SACS documentation (RIE). The analysis of both 
relationships revealed no significant relationship between measures. 
The president's perception of resource development (RDPrP) was 
correlated with the president's institutional effectiveness rating (PIE) 
and the institutional effectiveness rating based upon SACS 
documentation (RIE). The relationship between the president's 
perception of resource development (RDPrP) and the president's 
institutional effectiveness rating (PIE) indicated a significant positive 
relationship. However, the relationship between the president's 
perception of resource development (RDPrP) and the rating of SACS 
documentation (RIE) was not significant. 
The next set of correlations involved the perceptions of the 
planning personnel. The planning personnel's perception of planning 
(PPeP) was correlated with the planning personnel's rating of 
institutional effectiveness (PLIE) and the rating of institutional 
effectiveness based upon SACS documentation (RIE). The 
relationships between the planning personnel's perception of 
planning (PPeP) and both measures of institutional effectiveness 
(PLIE) and (RIE) were found to be significant. The correlation 
between (PPeP) and (PLIE) resulted in a level of significance greater 
than or equal to .001 indicating a strong relationship. The correlation 
between (PPeP) and (RIE) resulted in a level of significance greater 
than or equal to .040 indicating a positive relationship. 
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The next set of correlations on measures involved the 
perceptions of the resource development personnel. The resource 
development personnel's perception of resource development 
(RDPeP) was correlated with the resource development personnel's 
rating of institutional effectiveness (RDIE) and the rating of 
instititional effectiveness based upon SACS documentation (RIE). The 
relationship between the resource development personnel's 
r 
perception of resource development (RDPeP) and the resource 
development personnel's rating of institutional effectiveness (RDIE) 
indicated a significant positive relationship. The correlation between 
RDPeP and RDIE resulted in a level of significance greater than or 
equal to .017. The relationship between the resource development 
personnel's perception of resource development (RDPeP) and the 
rating of SACS documentation (RIE) was found to be insignificant. 
An additional examination of relationships between 
measures on major variables was performed. This involved the 
relationships between specific measures on institutional planning 
and resource development. A total of four correlations was 
performed between measures on institutional planning and resource 
development. The following relationships were examined; the 
president's perception of planning (PPrP) with the president's 
perception of resource development (RDPrP), the president's 
perception of planning (PPrP) with the resource development 
personnel's perception of resource development (RDPeP), the 
planning personnel's perception of planning (PPeP) and the resource 
development personnel's perception of resource development 
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(RDPeP) and the president's perception of resource development 
(RDPrP) and the planning personnel's perception of planning (PPeP). 
All correlations of institutional planning and resource development 
revealed no significant relationships between measures. 
The final series of correlations between measures involved 
examination of relationships between ratings on major variables. 
These relationships were examined to validate rating instruments 
and further clarify relationships between major variables. The 
ratings of institutional planning documentation (PD) and the ratings 
of resource development documentation (RDD) were correlated with 
the ratings of SACS documentation on institutional effectiveness 
(RIE). In both cases a significant positive relationship was indicated. 
The correlation between institutional planning documentation (PD) 
and the ratings of SACS documentation (RIE) revealed a level of 
significance greater than or equal to .001. The correlation between 
resource development documentation (RDD) and the rating of SACS 
documentation (RIE) revealed a level of significance greater than or 
equal to .005. The results of the correlations involving ratings on all 
major variables indicated a highly significant relationship between 
institutional planning documentation and institutional effectiveness 
documentation, plus a highly significant relationship between 
resource development documentation and institutional effectiveness 
documentation. 
The final stage of the study focused upon addressing the 
major research questions. This examination involved additional 
statistical methods to include multiple analysis of variance and 
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multiple regression analysis. This was necessary to examine the 
combined effects of multiple measures for each major variable. The 
multiple analysis of variance (MANOVA) revealed a canonical 
correlation for the overall test of a relationship between major 
variables taking into consideration all measures of each. The 
multiple regression analysis revealed the varying degrees of 
influence for specific measures on variables. 
The first overall effect examined addressed how the level of 
commitment to institutional planning is related to institutional 
effectiveness? The results of this analysis revealed a canonical 
correlation of .904 with a levels of significance ranging from .001 to 
.003. The r square for the canonical correlation indicated that 82% of 
the variability in institutional effectiveness could be explained by 
the combined effects of the institutional planning measures. The 
multiple regression analysis indicated that 35% of the variability in 
institutional effectiveness could be explained by the president's 
perception of planning, 80% by the planning personnel's perception 
of planning and 68% could be explained by the planning 
documentation. 
The second overall effect examined addressed how is the 
level of commitment to resource development related to institutional 
effectiveness? The results of this analysis revealed a canonical 
correlation of .761 with a levels of significance ranging from .100 to 
.122. The squared correlation indicated that 58% of the variability in 
institutional effectiveness could be explained by the resource 
development variables even though the overall relationship was not 
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significant at the .05 level. The multiple regression analysis revealed 
that 42% of the variability in institutional effectiveness could be 
explained by the president's perception of resource development, 
25% could be explained by the perception's of the resource 
development personnel and 53% could be explained by the resource 
development documentation. 
The final overall effect examined addressed how is the level 
of commitment to institutional planning related to resource 
development? The results of this analysis revealed a canonical 
correlation of .691 with a levels of significance ranging from .162 to 
.182. The squared correlation indicated that 48% of the variability in 
resource development could be explained by the institutional 
planning variables. The multiple regression analysis revealed that 
14% of the variability in resource development could be explained by 
the president's perception of planning, 21% could be explained by the 
planning personnel's perception of planning and 29% could be 
explained by the planning documentation. 
Conclusions 
The findings of this study served to identify certain 
tendencies and support some of the suspected relationships between 
the major variables of institutional planning, resource development 
and institutional effectiveness. The first phase of the study involved 
the use of Pearson's r correlations to examine relationships between 
specific measures on the major variables. This segment of the 
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examination assisted with the development of an understanding of 
the overall relationships and the various factors contributing to each. 
Additionally, the correlations between specific measures allowed 
comparisons of perceptions of key institutional personnel. Based 
upon the findings the following conclusion were drawn: 
1. Planning personnel's perceptions served as a better 
indicator of institutional effectiveness levels than 
perceptions of presidents and resource development 
personnel. 
2. Planning personnel were in a better position to judge 
institutional effectiveness than presidents or resource 
development personnel. 
3. Institutional ratings by independent observers serve as 
better predictors of institutional effectiveness that 
perceptions of institutional personnel. 
4. The major emphasis placed upon institutional planning to 
comply with institutional effectiveness criteria set forth by 
SACS places planning personnel in a better position to 
accurately judge institutional effectiveness than college 
presidents. 
5. Institutional planning is significantly related to 
institutional effectiveness and as perscribed SACS 
institutional planning is a prerequisite to institutional 
effectiveness. 
6. The higher the level of commitment to institutional 
planning the higher the institutional effectiveness level. 
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7. A degree of relationship exists between resource 
development and institutional effectiveness, however, the 
overall level was not significant. 
8. It is unclear whether a relationship exists between 
institutional planning and resource development. 
The following explanation is offered to clarify the rationale for 
arriving at the conclusions above. First, the planning personnel's 
perceptions were significantly related to all indicators of institutional 
effectiveness. This finding is understandable considering that a high 
degree of emphasis is placed upon the planning in the new SACS 
accreditation criteria. The president's perceptions and the 
perceptions of the resource development personnel revealed 
significant relationships only when compared to their own 
institutional effectiveness ratings. The conclusion drawn from these 
findings suggests that the planning personnel are in a better position 
to judge institutional effectiveness than the presidents or resource 
development personnel. The limitations of the sample size prohibit 
the conclusion that presidents and resource development personnel 
are poor judges of institutional effectiveness. 
The findings of the correlations between specific measures 
on variables revealed that a high degree of relationship existed 
between rating measures on institutional planning, resource 
development and institutional effectiveness. The ratings of 
institutional planning and resource development by independent 
raters served as a good predictors of institutional effectiveness. One 
possible explanation for this finding is that much of the same 
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institutional documentation that was reviewed by the raters to 
evaluate planning and resource development was used in the 
evaluation of institutions by SACS visitation teams. The conclusion 
drawn from this finding is that institutional ratings on variables of 
institutional planning and resource development serve as better 
predictors of institutional effectiveness that perceptions of 
institutional personnel. The reliance upon institutional 
documentation appears to serve as a more accurate barometer of 
institutional activity on major variables than reliance upon 
perceptions of select institutional personnel. 
The main focus of this study was to examine the overall 
relationships between institutional planning, resource development 
and institutional effectiveness. The last stage of the analysis 
involved the use of multiple analysis of variance and multiple 
regression analysis to address the major research questions. The 
first research question was concerned with how the level of 
organizational commitment to institutional planning was related to 
institutional effectiveness? The results of the analysis suggest that a 
significant positive relationship exists between institutional planning 
and institutional effectiveness. Additionally, the level of 
committment to institutional planning serves as a good indicator of 
institutional effectiveness. The overall relationship between 
variables indicated a highly positive relationship with 82% of the 
variability in institutional effectiveness explained by the planning 
variables. The multiple regression analysis indicated that all 
planning measures were signficantly related to institutional 
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effectiveness with the exception of the president's perception. This 
result was understandable when compared to other results that 
indicated that the presidents enjoyed less success in judging 
institutional effectiveness than planning personnel. The conclusion 
drawn from this finding is that the major emphasis placed upon 
institutional planning to comply with institutional effectiveness 
criteria set forth by SACS places the planning personnel in a better 
position to accurately judge institutional effectiveness than 
presidents. 
The various statistical applications between institutional 
planning variables and institutional effectiveness variables suggest a 
strong relationship. The planning personnel and planning 
documentation serve as excellent predictors of institutional 
effectiveness levels. The results are even more meaningful 
considering that the limitation of a small sample size makes it more 
difficult to obtain significant results. These results tend to support 
some of the basic assumptions on which recent accreditation is based. 
One basic assumption supported by these results is that institutional 
planning is a prerequisite to institutional effectiveness. The 
conclusions of this study are limited to the identification of a 
relationship between the variables of institutional planning and 
institutional effectiveness. However, statistical findings 
overwhelming support the conclusion that institutional planning is 
highly related to institutional effectiveness. A major unresolved 
question is how much of the relationship identified between 
institutional planning and institutional effectiveness is a product of 
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the use of SACS accreditation criteria for judgement of institutional 
effectiveness levels. The use of SACS documentation as an indicator 
of institutional effectiveness, when the criteria necessitates a high 
degree of planning obviously affects the results. However, the study 
involved multiple indicators to include other measures or self 
evaluations of institutional effectiveness. The multiple indicators 
provide further evidence to suggest that the higher the level of 
commitment to institutional planning the higher the institutional 
effectiveness level. 
The second major research question addressed by this study 
was concerned with how the level of organizational commitment to 
resource development was related to institutional effectiveness? The 
results of this analysis suggest that some relationship exists between 
resource development and institutional effectiveness. The overall 
relationship indicates that 58% of the variability in institutional 
effectiveness could be explained by the resource development 
variables. Although the overall relationship was not significant at 
the .05 level a degree of overall influence exists. The significance 
levels ranging from .100 to .122 were inhibited to a great extent by 
the limited number of institutions meeting the specific criteria for 
inclusion in the study. This was due to the limited statistical power 
afforded by a small sample size.2 The overall conclusion that can 
be drawn from this analysis is that there is some relationship 
between level of commitment to resource development and 
2 Gay, Educational Research:Competencies for Analysis and 
Application. 439. 
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institutional effectiveness, however, the overall level is insignificant 
at the .05 level. A larger sample size may have increased the 
likelyhood of obtaining significant results. 
The final research question addressed by this study was 
concerned with how the level of organizational commitment to 
institutional planning is related to resource development? The 
results of this examination were inconclusive. The overall canonical 
correlation indicated that 48% of the variability in resource 
development could be explained by the planning variables. The 
limitation of sample size reduced the possibility of significant 
findings. The overall levels of significance ranging from .162 to .182 
fell in a range where it is difficult to predict if significant results may 
have been obtained with a larger sample size. The conclusion drawn 
from this analysis is that the relationship between institutional 
planning and resource development cannot be confirmed nor 
invalidated based upon these results. A small degree of relationship 
is indicated by the canonical correlation but the results are 
inconclusive due to study limitation. 
The results of this study revealed several interesting 
findings of importance to the educational administrator. The 
correlations involving separate measures on major variables 
identified differences in the perceptions of institutional personnel. 
The findings indicated that planning personnel were in a better 
position to serve as good predictors of institutional effectiveness than 
presidents and resource development personnel. The correlations 
between separate measures on variables also indicated that the 
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planning personnel and resource development personnel's 
perceptions were more highly related to the ratings of institutional 
documentation on planning and resource development than the 
perceptions of the president. The examination of overall 
relationships on major variables served to identify a significant 
positive relationship between institutional planning and institutional 
effectiveness. The findings were inconclusive when relationships 
were examined between resource development and institutional 
effectiveness, plus institutional planning and resource development. 
The limitations of the study made the identification of significant 
relationships difficult to obtain. The small number of institutions 
available for inclusion in the study prohibited the analysis from 
drawing clear conclusions with regard to relationships between 
resource development and institutional effectiveness, plus 
institutional planning and resource development. Additionally, the 
difficulty with establishment of parameters and operational 
definition for resource development inhibited the ability to obtain 
significant findings. In both of these cases the findings indicated 
some relationship between variables, but failure to obtain significant 
results served only to raise additional questions. 
Recommendations for Additional Research 
The implications of this study indicate a strong relationship 
between institutional planning and institutional effectiveness. The 
relationships between other major variables is to a large degree 
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unclear. A possible solution to this dilemma would be to expand this 
research study to include additional institutions in future studies. 
This research study involved only institutions that had completed 
the process of reaccreditation under new SACS criteria. This 
restriction limited the study to institutions completing the process of 
accreditation in 1986, 1987 and 1988. The limited availability of 
institutions eligible for analysis severely restricted the study. In the 
next few years many additional institutions will complete the process 
of reaccreditation under the new criteria. This will allow for 
additional study and examination of relationships between variables 
suspected to be related to institutional effectiveness. As indicated by 
these findings, additional research involving many more institutions 
would serve to clarify the relationships identified with regard to the 
institutional planning and institutional effectiveness. Additionally, 
further study involving a larger sample may serve to identify 
significant relationships between resource development and 
institutional effectiveness, plus institutional planning and resource 
development. 
A further recommendation for additional research involves 
the relationship between institutional planning and institutional 
effectiveness. The findings of this study indicated a strong 
relationship between institutional planning and institutional 
effectiveness. This finding holds considerable importance 
considering the difficulty of obtaining significant results with a 
limited sample of institutions. The identification of a relationship 
between institutional planning and institutional effectiveness 
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supports one of the basic assumptions of the new SACS criteria for 
accreditation. An additional study of considerable significance to the 
educational administrator would be to expand the analysis of this 
relationship further to examine various planning models and their 
relationship to institutional effectiveness. 
Recommendations for Educational Administrators 
The results of this study offer support for the relationship 
between institutional planning and institutional effectiveness. The 
new criteria on institutional effectiveness necessitates that the 
planning function be an intregal part of each institutions normal 
operation. For these reasons, it is imperative that educational 
administrators strive to enhance the planning function within their 
respective institutions. To accomplish this task educational 
administrators must implement planning and evaluation functions in 
a manner conducive to improving program and institutional quality. 
The manner in which the planning process is carried out will 
ultimately impact upon the degree to which an institution is judged 
to be effective. The challenge to the educational administrator is to 
develop a planning process which is broad based, responsive, pro­
active and avoids the pitfalls of overindulgence. The findings of this 
study provide strong evidence to support broad based involvement 
of faculty and staff. The stronger position enjoyed by planning 
personnel and resource development personnel in the prediction of 
institutional effectiveness suggests that reliance on planning only at 
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the top levels of administration would be ill-advised. The following 
recommendations are offered to accomplish this difficult task: 
1. The primary purpose and mission of the institution 
should be based upon a consensus of faculty, staff and the 
community and be appropriate for collegiate education. The 
purpose and mission should be stated in writing and 
published in all relevant institutional publications. 
Provisions should be made for periodic review and revision. 
2. Educational goals and objectives should be established 
through broad-based involvement and consensus which are 
measurable and consistent with institutional purpose. 
Provisions should be made for annual review, revision and 
updating. 
3. Specific policies and procedures should be established 
to accomplish goals and objectives. These policies and 
procedures should clearly delineate responsibility and 
provide for evaluation measures to determine the extent 
to which they are accomplished. These policies and 
procedures should be written, disseminated to all 
institutional personnel and emphasized at all levels of the 
institution. Provisions should be made for review, revision 
and annual updating. 
4. Special care should be taken to insure that 
overindulgence in documentation and planning initiatives 
is avoided. This involves constant attention and emphasis upon 
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simplicity, communication and clearly defined roles and 
responsibilities. 
5. Specific strategies and procedures should be developed for 
insuring that the results of evaluation measures are used to 
make necessary improvements and enhance institutional 
effectiveness. 
6. The complete planning process to include purpose, 
mission, goals, objectives, implementation procedures and 
evaluation should be tailored to institutional structure, size 
and communication network. The process should be 
unique to the institution and not totally borrowed from other 
institutions or organizations. Provision should be made for 
review and revision for the purpose of tailoring the planning 
process to the institution. 
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APPENDIX A 
President's Survey 
Directions 
Please respond to the following statements as they apply to the 
planning and resource development processes at your institution. 
Please circle the appropriate number to the right of each question 
based upon the following code: 
l=strongly agree 3=disagree 
2=agree 4=strongIy disagree 
Institutional Planning 
1. The Planning proccss utilized at this institution is specified in 
a document. 
2. The planning proccss is critical to the effectiveness of the college. 
3. I dedicate at least 20% of my time to planning. 
4. The planning function necessitates a fulltime person dedicated to 
the planning effort. 
5. A strategic planning approach was used to develop the mission or 
purpose of the institution. 
6. A written statement of long range and short range goals and objectives 
has been compiled. 
7. The current institutional goals and objectives were developed 
involving the following: 
A. President 
B. Vice Presidents/Deans 
C. Dircctors/Coordinators 
D. Division/Department Chairs 
E. Faculty 
P. Support Staff 
G. Students 
SA A D SD 
1 2  3  4  
1 2  3  4  
1 2  3  4  
1 2  3  4  
1 2  3  4  
1 2  3  4  
1 2  3  4  
1 2  3  4  
1 2  3  4  
1 2  3  4  
1 2  3  4  
1 2  3  4  
1 2  3  4  
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8. Goals and objectives have been expressed in terms of measurable 
outcomes. 
9. An implementation procedure has been developed for cach objective. 
10. Performance evaluation measures have been developed for each 
objective. 
11. Periodic review of progress toward objectives is mandated in written 
policy and practice. 
12. A general consensus concerning institutional goals and mission exists 
throughout the college community. 
13. Leadership and support for planning is provided by top level 
administrators. 
2  3  
2 3 
2 3 
2 3 
2 3 
2 3 
4 
4 
Resource Development 
Includes efforts aimed at securing additional funds for institution through 
grants, foundations and private fund raising efforts. 
1. Resource development has been emphasized to secure additional 
funding for this institution. 
2. I dedicate at least 20% of my time to resource development. 
3. The resource development process is critical to the effectiveness 
of the college. 
4. The resource development process necessitates a fulltime person 
dedicated to resource development activities. 
5. I communicate with the chief resource development officer on 
a daily basis. 
6. The president of the college is the most important person in the 
solicitation of private donations for the institution. 
7. The private fund raising activity of my institution is adequate 
to support the funding needs. 
8. Leadership and support for resource development is provided by 
top level administrators. 
2 3 
2 3 
2 3 
2 3 
2 3 
2 3 
2 3 
2  3  
4 
4 
1 3 3  
Institutional Effectiveness 
1. Provisions arc made for broad involvement of administrators, faculty, 12 3 4 
students, and other key constituents in the work of planning, assessment, 
and institutional improvements. 
2. There are clearly defined statements of institutional mission and 12 3 4 
goals. 
3. An institutional research component provides accurate, timely 12 3 4 
information for planning and decision making. 
4. Tasks, schedules, procedures and responsibilities for planning 12 3 4 
and assessment have been clearly defined, and appropriate technical 
assistance and fiscal support are provided. 
5. The college has implemented processes for the systematic evaluation 
of: 
A. Student educational outcomes. 12 3 4 
B. Administrators 12 3 4 
C. Full-time faculty 12 3 4 
D. Part-time faculty 12 3 4 
E. Other staff members 12 3 4 
F. Instructional programs 12 3 4 
G. Student services programs 12 3 4 
H. Instructional support services 12 3 4 
I. Administrative services 12 3 4 
J. Community service and outreach 12 3 4 
6. The results of assessment are communicated to decisionmakers and 12 3 4 
used to improve programs. 
7. Professional development is encouraged, supported, and linked to 12 3 4 
meaningful performance evaluations. 
8. The campus enviornment is characterized by open communication, 
collaboration, and a sense of community. 
1 2  3  4  
1 3 4  
APPENDIX B 
Planning Officer's Survev 
Directions 
Please respond to the following statements as they apply to the 
planning and resource development processes at your institution. 
Please circle the appropriate number to the right of each question 
based upon the following code: 
l=strongIy agree 3=disagree 
2=agree 4=strongly disagree 
Institutional Planning 
SA A D SD 
1. The Planning process utilized at this institution is specified in 12 3 4 
a document. 
2. The planning process is critical to the effectiveness of the college. 12 3 4 
3. I dedicate at least 20% of my time to planning. 12 3 4 
4. The planning function necessitates a fulltime person dedicated to 12 3 4 
the planning effort. 
5. A strategic planning approach was used to develop the mission or 12 3 4 
purpose of the institution. 
6. A written statement of long range and short range goals and objectives 1-2 3 4 
has been compiled. 
7. The current institutional goals and objectives were developed 
involving the following: 
A. President 12 3 4 
B. Vice Presidents/Deans 12 3 4 
C. Directors/Coordinators 12 3 4 
D. Division/Department Chairs 12 3 4 
E. Faculty 12 3 4 
F. Support Staff 12 3 4 
G. Students 
8. Goals and objectives have been expressed in terms of measurable 
outcomes. 
9. An implementation procedure has been developed for each objective. 
10. Performance evaluation measures have been developed for each 
objective. 
11. Periodic review of progress toward objectives is mandated in written 
policy and practice. 
12. A general consensus concerning institutional goals and mission exists 
throughout the college community. 
13. Leadership and support for planning is provided by top level 
administrators. 
Institutional Effectiveness 
1. Provisions are made for broad involvement of administrators, faculty, 
students, and other key constituents in the work of planning, assessment, 
and institutional improvements. 
2. There are clearly defined statements of institutional mission and 
goals. 
3. An institutional research component provides accurate, timely 
information for planning and decision making. 
4. Tasks, schedules, procedures and responsibilities for planning 
and assessment have been clearly defined, and appropriate technical 
assistance and fiscal support are provided. 
5. The college has implemented processes for the systematic evaluation 
of: 
A. Student educational outcomes. 
B. Administrators 
C. Full-time faculty 
D. Part-time faculty 
E. Other staff members 
F. Instructional programs 
G. Student services programs 
1 
1 
1 
1 
1 
1 
1 
1 
1 
1 
1 
1 
1 
1 
1 
1 
1 
1 
1 3 6  
H. Instructional support services 12 3 4 
I. Administrative services 12 3 4 
J. Community service and outreach 12 3 4 
6. The results of assessment are communicated to decisionmakers and 12 3 4 
used to improve programs. 
7. Professional development is encouraged, supported, and linked to 12 3 4 
meaningful performance evaluations. 
8. The campus enviornment is characterized by open communication, 12 3 4 
collaboration, and a sense of community. 
1 3 7  
APPENDIX C 
Development Officer's Survey 
Directions 
Please respond to the following statements as they apply to the 
planning and resource development processes at your institution. 
Please circle the appropriate number to the right of each question 
based upon the following code: 
l=strongIy agree 3=disagree 
2=agree 4=strongly disagree 
Resource Development 
Includes efforts aimed at securing additional funds for institution thro 
grants, foundations and private fund raising efforts. 
1. Resource development has been emphasized to secure additional 
funding for this institution. 
2. I dedicate at least 20% of my time to resource development. 
3. The resource development process is critical to the effectiveness 
of the college. 
4. The resource development process necessitates a fulltime person 
dedicated to resource development activities. 
5. I communicate with the president of the institution on 
a daily basis. 
6. The president of the collcge is the most important person in the 
solicitation of private donations for the institution. 
7. The private fund raising activity of my institution is adequate 
to support the funding needs. 
8. Leadership and support for resource development is provided by 
top level administrators. 
2 3 
2 3 
2 3 
2 3 
2 3 
2 3 
2 3 
2  3  
1 3 8  
Institutional Effectiveness 
1. Provisions arc made for broad involvement of administrators, faculty, 12 3 4 
students, and other key constituents in the work of planning, assessment. 
and institutional improvements. 
2. There are clearly defined statements of institutional mission and 12 3 4 
goals. 
3. An institutional research component provides accurate, timely 12 3 4 
information for planning and decision making. 
4. Tasks, schedules, procedures and responsibilities for planning 12 3 4 
and assessment have been clearly defined, and appropriate technical 
assistance and fiscal support are provided. 
5. The college has implemented processes for the systematic evaluation 
of: 
A. Student educational outcomes. 12 3 4 
B. Administrators 12 3 4 
C. Full-time faculty 12 3 4 
D. Part-time faculty 12 3 4 
E. Other staff members 12 3 4 
F. Instructional programs 12 3 4 
G. Student services programs 12 3 4 
H. Instructional support services 12 3 4 
I. Administrative services 12 3 4 
J. Community service and outreach 12 3 4 
6. The results of assessment are communicated to decisionmakers and 12 3 4 
used to improve programs. 
7. Professional development is encouraged, supported, and linked to 12 3 4 
meaningful performance evaluations. 
8. The campus enviornment is characterized by open communication, 12 3 4 
collaboration, and a sense of community. 
1 
APPENDIX D 
Institutional Effectiveness Snrvp.v 
Directions 
Please respond to the following statements as they apply to 
institutional effectiveness. Circle the appropriate number to the right 
of each question based on the following code: 
l=strongIy agree 
2=agree 
3 =disagree 
4 =strongly disagree 
SA A D 
1. Leadership and support for planning and assessment arc provided 
by top level administrators. 
2. Provisions arc made for broad involvement of adminstrators. faculty, 
students, and other key constituents in the work of planning, assessment, 
and institutional improvements. 
3. Tasks, schedules, procedures and responsibilities for planning and 
assessment have been clearly defined, and appropriate technical 
assistance and fiscal support are provided. 
4. Integration of major institutional processes is emphasized(e.g.. 
assessment results are used in planning, plans form the basis for 
allocation of resources, etc.) 
5. Planning and assessment processes arc coordinated with external 
entities/demands. 
6. Incentives and rewards encouragc committment to planning, assessment, 
individual excellence, and institutional improvement. 
7. An institutional research component provides accurate, timely 
information for planning and decision making. 
8. There arc clearly defined statements of institutional mission and 
goals. 
9. Desired outcomes of the educational process have been explicitly 
defined for the institution and its units. 
10. The institution has described how achievement of desired educational 
outcomes will be ascertained. 
11. The assessment program encompasses multiple time frames and 
multiple methods, both quantitative and qualitative. 
2 3 
2 3 
2 3 
2 3 
2 3 
2 3 
2 3 
2 3 
2 3 
2 3 
2  3  
12. Administrators, faculty, and staff understand the environmental 
and institutional realities which affect the work of the college. 
13. The college has identified its competition, assessed the needs of 
its service area, and defined its place in the education market. 
14. The college demonstrates a clear understanding of the characteristics, 
needs, and educational objectives of its students. 
15. There exists within the college community a collective vision of the 
institution's desired future. 
16. Major institutional issues and priorities are identified and addressed 
through the annual planning process. 
17. The college has developed and regularly updates a plan for the 
institution's educational, physical, and financial development. 
18. The budget implements important institutional values and priorities. 
19. The college has implemented processes for the systematic evaluation 
of: 
A. Student educational outcomes 
B. Administrators 
C. Full-time faculty 
D. Part-time faculty 
E. Other staff members 
F. Instructional programs 
G. Student services programs 
H. Instructional support services 
I. Administrative services 
J. Community service and outreach 
20. The results of assessment are communicated to decisionmakers and 
used to improve programs and services. 
21. Professional development is encouraged, supported, and linked 
to meaningful performance evaluations. 
22. The campus environment is characterized by open communication, 1 
collaboration, and a sense of community. 
1 4 1  
APPENDIX E 
Southern Association Letter 
sournecN association of coacces ano so too is 
commission on coaeces 
IfiCG Southern line • OcOlur. Cco^t* 
rdcpf^c <wn%QW w/,rs 
June G. 1989 
Mr. Bryan W. Wilson 
Dean of Continuing Education 
McOowell Technical Community College 
Route 1. Box 170 
Marion. North Carolina 2875Z 
Dear Mr. Wilson: 
I should like to acknowledge receipt of your letter 
requesting permission to examine Self-Studies completed * 
1987 and 1988. I have asked my staff to provide ne with V*"0 
conducted during this time period, following which I will neea ° 
contact the presidents of the respective institutions to rcCe^ ... 
authorization to release these reports for your inspection. 
need to come to our offlicc for this review inasmuch as we canno 
confidential information to be removed from our office. 
I w i l l  be back in touch with you after we have identi fiedtthe. " 
and have received permission for your review (this may take a 
s i x  w e e k s ) .  B e s t  w i s h e s  i n  y o u r  e f f o r t s .  
/ 
tries y. Rogers 
<ecut/vo Oirector 
Commission on Colleges 
JTR:rb 
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APPENDIX F 
Eligible Schools 
Listed below are all Level I colleges that have been affirmed by the Southei 
Association of Colleges and Schools in 1986 and 1987. 
* indicates those schools that are commuter type institutions eligible for 
consideration and inclusion in this study. 
Community College of the Air Force 
Bid. 836. Maxwell AFB 
Montgomery, Ala. 36112 
Col. Rodney V. Cox, Jr. 
Lurlcen State Junior College * 
P. O. Box 1418 
Andalusia. Ala. 36420 
William H. McWhorter 
Southern Junior College 
1710 First Avenue 
Birmingham, Ala. 35203 
Kenneth C. Home, Jr. 
Southern Union State Junior College 
Roberts Street 
Wadley, Ala. 36276 
Richard J. Fcderinko 
Hillsborough Comm. College * 
P. O. Box 31127 
Tampa, Fla. 33631 
Andreas Paloumpis 
Abraham Baldwin Ag. Col. 
P. O. Box 1, ABAC Station 
Tifton. Ga. 31793 
Wayne C. Curtis 
Andrew College 
413 College Street 
Cuthbcrt, Ga. 31740 
Morris G. Gray 
Clayton State College 
5900 North Lee Street 
Morrow, Ga. 30260 
Harry S. Downs 
Floyd College * 
P. O. Box 1864 
Rome, Ga. 30163 
David B. McCorkle 
Georgia Military College 
201 East Green Street 
Milledgeville, Ga. 31061 
William P. Acker 
Gordon College 
103 College Drive 
Barnesville, Ga. 30204 
Jerry M. Williamson 
South Georgia College 
Douglas, Ga. 31533 
Edward D. Jackson 
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Eligible Schools Cont. 
Covenant College 
Sccnic Highway 
Lookout Mountain, Ga. 30750 
Frank A. Brock 
East Mississippi Junior College 
P. O. Box 158 
Scooba, Miss. 39358 
James B. Moore 
Hinds Community Coll. 
Raymond, Miss. 39154 
V. Clyde Muse 
Mississippi Delta Junior College 
P. O. Box 668 
Moorhead, Miss. 38761 
J. T. Hall 
Brevard College 
Brevard, N. C. 28712 
William T. Greer, Jr. 
Caldwell Comm. College * 
P. O. Box 600 
Lenoir, N. C. 28645 
Eric B. McKeithan 
Cape Fear Community College * 
411 North Front Street 
Wilmington, N. C. 28401 
E. Thomas Satterfield, Jr. 
Central Carolina Comm. Coll. * 
1105 Kelly Drive 
Sanford, N. C. 27330 
Marvin R. Joyner 
Costal Carolina Comm. Co." 
444 Western Blvd. 
Jacksonville, N. C. 28540 
James L. Henderson 
Craven Community College * 
P. O. Box 885 
New Bern, 28560 
Thurman E. Brock 
Durham Tech. Comm. College 
1637 Lawson Street 
Durham, N. C. 27703 
Phail Wynn, Jr. 
Isothermal Comm. Coll. * 
P. O. Box 804 
Spindale, N. C. 28160 
Willard L. Lewis 
Louisburg College 
501 North Main Street 
Louisburg, N. C. 27549 
Allen Norris, Jr. 
Southwestern Community Coll. * Wayne Comm. Coll. * 
275 Webster Road Caller Box 8002 
Sylva, N. C. 28779 Goldsboro, N. C. 27533 
Norman K. Myers G. Herman Porter 
Piedmont Technical College * 
P. O. Box 1467 
Greenwood, S.C. 29648 
Lex D. Walters 
Tri-County Tech. College * 
P. O. Box 587 
Pendleton, S. C. 29670 
Don C. Garrison 
Nashville St. Tech In. * 
120 White Bridge Rd. 
Nashville, Tenn. 37209 
Howard Lawrence 
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Trinity Valley Community Coll. 
500 South Prairieville 
Athens, Tx. 75751 
Ronald C. Baugh 
Patrick Henry Comm. Coll. * 
P. O. Drawer 5311 
Martinsville, Va. 24115 
Max F. Wingett 
Southside Va. Comm. Co. * 
Route 1, Box 60 
Alberta, Va. 23821 
John J. Cavan 
Virginia Highlands Comm. Coll. * 
P. O. Box 828 
Abington, Va. 24210 
N. DeWitt Moore, Jr. 
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APPENDIX G 
Cover Letter-Researcher 
April 10. 1989 
Ms. Jo Anne Bruce 
Executive Director of WCC Foundation 
Wayne Community College 
Caller Box 8002 
Goldsboro, N. C. 27533 
Dear Ms. Bruce: 
I am currently pursuing a doctorate degree at the University of North Carolina at 
Greensboro. As an academic administrator with experience in planning, resource 
development and accreditation, I am vitally interested in analyzing the relationships 
between Institutional Planning, Resource Development and Institutional Effectiveness. I 
have chosen this area of pursuit for my disertation. 
My study of these variables is based upon the new Institutional Effectiveness 
criteria required by the Southern Association of Colleges and Schools for reaccreditation. 
Therefore, it is necessary to study only institutions that have completed reaffirmation 
since 1986. For this reason, You and your institution have been selected for this study to 
share valuable insight into possible relationships involving Institutional Planning, 
Resource Development and Institutional Effectiveness. The President, Chief Planning 
Officer and Chief Resource Development Officer of each institution are being surveyed to 
develop a complete picture of the planning and resource development functions. 
Please take a few minutes of your valuable time to complete the enclosed survey 
and return it to me by May 1st. The information that you provide will be strictly 
confidential. Additionally, all institutions involved in this study will be identified by a 
numerical code to protect each institution. The purpose of this study is to examine the 
possible relationships between variables not compare institutions. 
Thank you in advance for your valuable contribution to this study and for your 
immediate response. 
Sincerely, 
Bryan W. Wilson 
P. S. If you wish to receive a copy of the results of this study please indicate yes on the 
survey form. 
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APPENDIX H 
Supporting Letter 
Date 
Ms. Jo Anne Bruce 
Executive Director of WCC Foundation 
Wayne Community College 
Caller Box 8002 
Goldsboro, N. C. 27533 
Dear 
As you are aware the recent emphasis upon Institutional Effectiveness in the 
accreditation process is of utmost importance to those of us in the community college 
sector. An extensive amount of time and valuable resources have been dedicated to 
addressing the area of institutional effectiveness in the North Carolina Community College 
System. 
I am delighted to learn about and wholeheartly endorce this study concerning 
institutional effectiveness and institutional functions of planning and resource 
development. I feel that this study will provide valuable insight necessary to develop a 
better understanding of those processes and institutional functions that impact 
effectiveness. 
For these reasons, I encourage you to support this effort for your contribution is 
essential to furthering our knowledge concerning effectiveness. 
Sincerely, 
Robert A. Scott 
President 
N. C. Community Colleges 
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APPENDIX I 
Rating Scale-Planning 
Committee Minutes 
Circle the most appropriate response based upon vour review of 
Planning Committee Minutes and activities. 
1. very high 2. high 3. medium 4. low 5. very low 
Very high- Committee minutes indicate broad based involvement, 
regularly scheduled activity, attention to external demands and 
entities. 
High- Committee minutes indicate involvement of most 
organizational entities, a reasonable amount and some attention to 
external demands and entities. 
Medium- Committee minutes indicate moderate involvement of 
organizational entities, infrequent activity with little attention to 
external demands and entities. 
Low- Committee minutes consist of only involvement of high level 
administration, infrequent activity and little or no attention to 
external demands or entities. 
Very low-Committee does not exist/or little or no indication of 
provisions for a planning effort. 
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APPENDIX J 
Rating Scale-Long Range Plans 
Circle the most appropriate response based upon vour review of 
Long Range Planning Documents and Plan. 
1. very high 2. high 3. medium 4. low 5. very low 
Very high- Documentation indicates clearly defined procedures, 
responsibilities, broad involvement, provisions for assessment and 
measurable outcomes, timeframes, and encompasses all institutional 
functions. 
High- Documentation indicates clearly defined procedures, 
responsibilities, with high degree of attention to assessment, 
measurable outcomes, time frames. Encompasses most institutional 
functions and processes. 
Medium- Documentation indicates somes procedures, plans with 
moderate attention to assessment, measurable outcomes, timeframes. 
Low- Documentation indicates a broad, general statement toward 
objectives and goals. Little attention to assessment and measurable 
outcomes. 
Very Low- Documentation indicates little or no general statements 
toward objectives and goals. No attention to assessment or outcomes. 
1 4 9  
APPENDIX K 
Rating Scale-Planning 
Organizational Charts 
Circle the most appropriate response based upon your review of the 
Organizational Chart. 
1. very high 2. high 3. medium 4. low 5. very low 
Very high- Planning officer reports directly to the college president 
or holds the position of vice president or dean. 
High- Planning officer reports directly to a vice president or dean or 
hold position of director or coordinator. 
Medium- Planning officer answers to staff other than President, vice 
president, or dean and/or holds position of director or coordinator. 
Low- Planning officer represents a part-time position with major 
responsibilities and title reflecting low priority. 
Very low- No designated person responsible for planning indicated. 
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APPENDIX L 
Rating Scale-Resource Development 
Organizational Charts 
Circle the most appropriate response based upon your review of the 
Organizational Chart. 
1. very high 2. high 3. medium 4. low 5. very low 
Very high- Resource Development officer reports directly to the 
college president or holds the position of vice president or dean. 
High- Resource Development officer reports directly to a vice 
president or dean or hold position of director or coordinator. 
Medium- Resource Development officer answers to staff other than 
President, vice president, or dean and/or holds position of director or 
coordinator. 
Low- Resource Development officer represents a part-time position 
with major responsibilities and title reflecting low priority. 
Very low- No designated person responsible for resource 
development indicated. 
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APPENDIX M 
Rating Scale-Job Descriptions 
Planning Officer 
Circle the most appropriate response based upon vour review of the 
Job Description. 
1. very high 2. high 3. medium 4. low 5. very low 
Very high- Job description clearly indicates primary responsibility 
for planning effort. 
High- Job description indicates major responsibility for the planning 
effort. 
Medium- Job description indicates at least 50% of job responsibility 
dedicated to planning. 
Low- Job description indicates that less than 50% of job 
responsibility is dedicated to planning. 
Very low-Job description indicates that less than 25% of job 
responsibility is dedicated to planning. 
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APPENDIX N 
Rating Scale-Job Descriptions-President 
Resource Development 
Circle the most appropriate response based upon vour review of the 
Job Description. 
1. very high 2. high 3. medium 4. low 5. very low 
Very high- Job description clearly indicates highest degree of 
responsibility/attention for resource development. 
High- Job description indicates significant attention to resource 
development. 
Medium- Job description indicates some attention to resource 
development effort. 
Low- Job description indicates only minimal attention to resource 
development. 
Very low- Job description indicates no attention to resource 
development. 
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APPENDIX O 
Rating Scale-Job Descriptions-President 
Planning 
Circle the most appropriate response based upon vour review of the 
Job Description. 
1. very high 2. high 3. medium 4. low 5. very low 
Very high- Job description clearly indicates highest degree of 
responsibility/attention for planning effort. 
High- Job description indicates significant attention to planning. 
Medium- Job description indicates some attention to planning effort. 
Low- Job description indicates only minimal attention to planning. 
Very low- Job description indicates no attention to planning. 
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APPENDIX P 
Rating Scale-Job Descriptions 
Resource Development Officer 
Circle the most appropriate response based upon your review of the 
Job Description. 
1. very high 2. high 3. medium 4. low 5. very low 
Very high- Job description clearly indicates primary responsibility 
for resource development effort. 
H igh-  Job  desc r ip t ion  ind ica te s  ma jo r  r e spons ib i l i t y  fo r  the  r e source  
development effort. 
Med ium-  Job  desc r ip t ion  ind ica te s  a t  l eas t  50% of  job  re spons ib i l i t y  
dedicated to resource development. 
Low-Job description indicates that less than 50% of job responsibility 
is dedicated to resource development. 
Very low- Job description indicates less that 25% of job responsibility 
is dedicated to planning. 
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APPENDIX Q 
Rating Scale-Institutional Effectiveness 
SACS Documentation 
Directions 
Based upon your review of the institutional self study, and steering 
committee documentation please rate the institution on the following 
statements as they apply to institutional effectiveness. Circle the 
appropriate number to the right of each question based on the 
following code: 
1. very high 2. high 3. medium 4. low 5. very low 
1. Leadership and support for planning and assessment arc provided 
by top level administrators. 
2. Provisions arc made for broad involvement of adminstrators, faculty, 
students, and other key constituents in the work of planning, assessment, 
and institutional improvements. 
3. Tasks, schedules, procedures and responsibilities for planning and 
assessment have been clearly defined, and appropriate technical 
assistance and fiscal support are provided. 
4. Integration of major institutional processes is cmphasized(e.g., 
assessment results arc used in planning, plans form the basis for 
allocation of resources, etc.) 
5. Planning and assessment processes arc coordinated with external 
entities/demands. 
6. Incentives and rewards encourage committment to planning, assessment, 
individual excellence, and institutional improvement. 
7. An institutional research component provides accurate, timely 
information for planning and decision making. 
8. There are clearly defined statements of institutional mission and 
goals. 
9. Desired outcomes of the educational process have been explicitly 
defined for the institution and its units. 
2 3 
2 3 
2 3 
2 3 
2 3 
2 3 
2 3 
2 3 
2 3 
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10. The institution has described how achievement of desired educational 1 
outcomes will be ascertained. 
11. The assessment program encompasses multiple time frames and 
multiple methods, both quantitative and qualitative. 
12. Administrators, faculty, and staff understand the environmental 
and institutional realities which affect the work of the college. 
13. The college has identified its competition, assessed the needs of 
its service area, and defined its placc in the education market. 
14. The college demonstrates a clear understanding of the characteristics, 
needs, and educational objectives of its students. 
15. There exists within the college community a collective vision of the 
institution's desired future. 
16. Major institutional issues and priorities are identified and addressed 
through the annual planning process. 
17. The college has developed and regularly updates a plan for the 
institution's educational, physical, and financial development. 
18. The budget implements important institutional values and priorities. 
19. The college has implemented processes for the systematic evaluation 
of: 
A. Student educational outcomes 
B. Administrators 
C. Full-time faculty 
D. Part-time faculty 
E. Other staff members 
F. Instructional programs 
G. Student services programs 
H. Instructional support services 
I. Administrative services 
J. Community service and outreach 
20. The results of assessment are communicated to decisionmakers and 
used to improve programs and services. 
2 3 
2 3 
2 3 
2 3 
2 3 
2 3 
2 3 
2 3 
2 3 
2 
2 
2 
2 
2 
2 
2 
2 
2 
2 
2 
4 5 
4 5 
4 5 
4 5 
4 5 
4 5 
4 5 
4 5 
4 5 
4 
4 
4 
4 
4 
4 
4 
4 
4 
4 
4 
21. Professional development is cncouragcd, supported, and linked 
to meaningful performance evaluations. 
22. The campus environment is characterized by open communication, 
collaboration, and a sense of community. 
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APPENDIX R 
Letters of Permission to Review 
SACS Documentation 
fw-% 
N^ch\/ill(? icrh eville Tech 
c stale Technical Insdiuic • t20 Whfa Grrdtjc Road • P.O. Ooc 50285 - Naiimttc. Tennessee 37209-<St5 
CQK««SS.C^̂  
July \7, (939 O£Q0.V'C-'v 
JUL 2 4 £89 
c p.. C- S-
Or. James T. Rogers 
Executive Director 
Commission on Coffeges 
?fi° ĥcef",f SSQC'"a""on Qf Cotfc9es anrf behoofs 
1866 Southern lane 
Dccatur, GA 30033-4Q97 
Dear Dr. Rogers: 
include d^th- ^?Uf rê 0cs' on °/ ̂ r- Bryan W. V/itson, t am pfcascd to have our institution 
by Mr wiicrt 'S 3Ci°ra' t"® proviso that confidentiality wilt be maintained, as indicated 
Ion-sard fn n ®. Y y°°- Pfezsc ertend to him my best wishes for a successful study, t toofc 
loruara to reading (he results. 
8est personal regards, 
Sipccfely, 
nlchsrd M. Turner, l", ' 
President 
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r 
rnt-couNTY reoiwiCAt. couecc 
pCHOLeroM.iourn cahouna MG?O 
< ) 
JUL! 
S. A. C. S. office OP n<£ piiesiotiu 
July 21. 1909 
.« •« 
Or. James T. Rogers 
Executive Director 
Commission on Colleges 
Southern Association of Colleges and Schools 
1066 Southern Lane 
Decatur. GA 30033-<097 
Dear Dr. Rogers: 
r am writing in response to your letter requesting 
permission to release to Bryan W. Wilson Tri -County 
Technical College's last reaffirmation committee report and 
the institutiona1 response. 
I see no problem with your releasing those portions c£ 
our file listed above. We arc quite happy to assist in any 
way w» car.. 
I hope you are having a good summer. 
Sincerely 
Don C. Garrison 
DCG/rbh 
1 6 0  
CON'.MtSp--
RTCT; -
Office Of xuC r«€StO€«T 
f /C^vttQV ' URRU-T W PA™ 
P.O. 
w^Ul! PA TfUC»J HENRY COMMUNITY COllGGfc Drawer S3t I. ManinsviUc. Virginia 24115-5211. tt>o«c 70 
S. A. C.: 
July 19. 1989 
Or. James T. Rogers 
Executive Director 
Commission on Colleges 
Southern Association of Colleges 
and Schools 
1866 Southern lane 
Oecatur, GA 30033-<0097 
Dear Or. Rogers: 
We will be happy to participate in Bryan W. Wilson's doctoral 
have my approval to release certain portions of Patrick Henry CowmKuty College s 
file and allow him to review our last reaffiruation ccsauttee report an 
response. We look forward to receiving a copy of the results. 
8est wishes. 
Sincerely, 
-fAoU 
Max F. l/ingett 
President 
/•If W: mh 
a t ^ tcitu ipw. 
Floyd College 
July 13. 1930 
.«»• v-.. - -. 
RECEIV.V. 
JUL' IT 1989 
S. A. C. S 
r> • • 
V 
Mr. James T. Rogers 
Executive Oircctor 
Commission on Colleges 
Southern Association of • v 
Colleges and Schools 
1866 Southern Lane 
Oecatur. Georgia 3GQ33-t<097 
Dear Jim: 
In reply lo your letter of July 11. in regard to the 
request by Mr. Wilson for permission to use parts of 
our reaffirmation report for his doctoral research, 
he has my permission and wholehearted support. 
Sincerely 
OaMw B. McCorkle 
9 
SOUntCRN ASSOCiAriON or COUCCOS ANO SCHOOlS 
COMMISSION On COCl.fiOGS 
lfl£CSoutli<fnliflc * Ocotui.Cco'£»» JQ0ll-<01f 
icicpiwoc <o«/jn-c»o wais eoo/?<s-/wt 
July II. 1939 
Or. John J. Cavan 
President 
Southside Virginia 
Community College 
Route 1. Box 60 
Alberta. VA 23821 
Oear Or. Cavan: 
The Commission on Colleges has received a request from 8ryan tf. Wilson, 
a doctoral student at the University of Worth Carolina at Greens oro 
and Oean of Continuing Education at McDowell Technical Coaiswnjty o 
to examine documentation associated with reaffirmation for 
that completed the process in 1986. 1987 and 1988 (copy of his e e 
enclosed). He has identifies your institution as one which he wo 
like to review as part of his doctoral wirfc. Specifically, he wou 
like to review your last reaffiroution committee report and your in 
tution's response. 
„,rt, , e£ ,s to log written to request your permission to release certain 
rf °r ^ot/r °fftcial file to Mr. Wilson for his doctoral'research. 
Mr u»rfCe,-e your approva'- we will make the ihformation available to 
confix™?" ,,".0ur 0ffice' Me has expressed a willingness to respect the 
a rriAnA ' ^ each institution's information by reporting results in 
orm. Also, he will share his results with all institutions and 
persons associated with the study. 
I would appreciateyeceiving a response to this request by August 7. 1989. 
Si 
Je 
Executi/e/ Oi rector 
Commission on Colleges 
JTR.-rb 
Enclosure 
1 6 3  
N-F a UNivrjisiTY OI: NORTH CAROLINA 
at crkkn.siioro 
June 7. I3B'J 
Dr. James T. Rogers. Executive Director 
Commission on Collects 
Southern Association of CoIIeccs and Schools 
10G0 Southern t^ne 
Decatur, Ceorcla 30033 
Dear Dr. Rocers: 
The following Is a special request to provide assistance to Kr. 
Wilson. Kr. Wilson Is a cMduatc student at the University of-Nor i ro 
at Greensboro end Is currently working on a dissertation entitled. n 
of the Relationship between Stratcclc Planning. Resource Ocvelop«enC. *** 
Institutional Effectiveness In the Southern Association Reeion. 
One of the key components of Kr. Wilson's study Is the use of South 
Association crltecla as Ms operational definition of Institutional 
effectiveness. Tiiercfore. It Is* necessary for Kr. Kllsoa to review « 
Information tssoclated with rcafflrnatlon and accreditation for Ins tu ons 
that cssp'cted the process In 1966. 1967, end 1922. Ir. order to E""D/^^ 
this task, valuable tloe and effort could be saved foe Kr. Kllson an -
personnel ir.vclvcd at each Institution Included In the study If arranec"? 
could be nade to exanlnc docuacntatlon on file with the Southern soc 
Colleccs and Schools. 
On behalf of Kr. Wilson's dissertation coonlttse. t respectfully request 
your permission to allow Kr. Wilson to exanlnc Institutional docu«en on 
associated with re-accreditation for Institutions coopletlnc reaulro&on _ 
198G, 1987. and 1988. We feel that this research effort Is both. 
will serve to further knowledge necessary to continue efforts al»e a 
enhancing Institutional effectiveness. 
Sincerely. 
«. •, ' Z.\ (L. -
Edwla 0. Bell 
Associate Professor 
E00:ali 
C * C C K l i O * O t  H O * r « <  C A i o C t * < « . / ! l 4 U * S 4 0 l  
r«*c okivcmmv or *o*n< c*«oct*A i ./ ,4# •^«... *•-.* c. 
«• •«»</ •##•!«. ..4, 
SOurntRN aSSOOaUOn of COtKClS anO SOlOOlS 
COMMISSION ON COU.SCCS 
tttCC Soulln*fl li«c • 0cO(ur, Cc<Kf« jOOJJ-«W/ 
tc«cp»>ooe «o«/m-csoo wais emnv-tm 
July 11. 19B9 
Or. Max F. Wingett 
President 
Patrick Henry Community College 
P. 0. Oraver S311 
Martinsville. VA 241 IS 
Dear Or. tfingett: 
TJie Commission on Colleges has received a request Bryan W"Ull*00" 
a doctoral student at the University of north Carolina at «re^" r_n»ol. 
and Dean of Continuing Education at McOowell Technical Coawoum y 
to examine documentation associated with reaffirmation for co ege 
that completed the process in 1986. 1987 and 1988 (copy of his 
enclosed). He has identified your institution as one which he 
like to review as part of his doctoral work. Specifically, he t{_ 
like to review your last reaffinnatioa coaroittee report and your 
tution's response. 
This letter is being written to request your permission to 
portions of your official file to Hr. Uilson for his doctora * 
If we receive your approval, we will make the information avan .th 
Mr. Wilson in our office. He has expressed a willingness to respect 
confidentiality of each institution's information by , arKj 
a coded form. Also, he will share his results with all insti 
persons associated with the study. ' 
[ would appreciate receiving a response to this request by August 7. 
Sincerely. / 
Qw ' • • Jartes T./Ros£rs 
Executi/e/ Oirector 
Commissftcfti on Colleges 
JTR;rb 
f"closure 
souih£kn associario.m or- coucces ano schools 
COMMISSION Or-J COU.eC(:S 
Ifitt loutltc*n lint • OcCJtur.CcW^i J0Q1J-<OT/ 
ttlcplwc <0</ltt C',00 WATS ooo/?«/rai 
July It. 1989 
Or. tl. OeWiU floore. Jr. 
President 
Virginia Highlands 
Community College 
P. 0. Go* 828 
Abington. VA 24210 
Dear Dr. Hoore: 
The Commission on Colleges has received a request from Bryan W. Wilson, 
a doctoral student at the University of Korth Carolina at Greensboro 
and Oean of Continuing Education at McDowell Technical Community College, 
to examine documentation associated with reaffiroation for colleges 
that completed the process in 1986. 1987 and 1988 (copy of his letter 
enclosed). He has identified your institution as one vAich he would 
like to review as part of his doctoral work. Specifically, he would 
like to review your last reaffirmation committee report and your insti­
tution's response. 
This letter is being written to request your permission to release certain 
portions of your official file to Mr. Wilson for his doctoral*research. 
If we receive your approval, we will make the information available to 
Mr. Wilson in our office. He has expressed a willingness to respect the 
confidentiality of each institution's information by reporting results in 
a coded form. Also, he will share his results with all institutions and 
persons associated with the study. 
I would appreciate receiving a response to this request by August 7. 1989-
Sirx^el y/ / 
Executi 
Commi s s 
Oirector 
n on Col leges 
JTR:rb 
Enclosore 
SOuruCKN aHOCiaHOn of COUCCCS ano SCKOOt-S 
commission on coerces 
SoutKc'ft line ' OcOm'.CcO'J" J03J)-«T1/ 
rcicpkonc <o</J29-C5oa vvais wo/2«a-;«i 
July 11. 1989 
Or. Richard It. Turner. (II 
President 
('"h,VI'!,c State Technical Institute 
120 White Bridge Road 
Nashville. Ttt 37209 
Dear Or. Turner: 
a'1rfnrf>m'in"i S,"°n °n ^°"c9es has received a request from Bryan U. Wilson. 
anrf n ° Jty^ent the l/niversity of Worth Carolina at Greensboro 
to • °' Continuing Wtf«tion at McOowel 1 Technical Community College. 
_m,nf documentation associated with reaffirration for colleges 
enrlncU? » the ?roccss in 1986. 1987 and 1988 (copy of his letter 
11(•/> fC " • has "fentified your institution as one which he vould 
lit/, f! rcv!ewi as part h*s doctoral work. Specifically. he would 
tllh. , rey,lew /our last reaffirmation committee report and your insti­
tution's response. 
,S bitten to request your permission to release certain 
If ji> J *°Ur to Mr. Wilson for his doctoral research. 
Hr y0Ur will Biafce the information available to 
e n n f i 0 u r  o f f , c e -  e x p r e s s e d  a  w i l l i n g n e s s  t o  r e s p e c t  t h e  
a * tJr eac'1 ,nst.itution's information by reporting results in 
form. Also, he will share his results with all institutions and 
Persons associated with the study. , 
I would appreciate receiving a response to this request by August 7. 1989. 
^3me/ Tj Rogers 
Exeduti/e Director 
Comarij^ion on Colleges 
JTR;rb 
Enclosure 
1 6 7  
soumenN association or coiaces ANO scuoots 
COMMISSION ORJ COULCCCS 
I6tt {ovtkm line • Ocoivf. Ccorgu >0C1J)-«W7 
rc(cp*K»nc <0</J*3.t500 WArS «X)/2<&*;jQl 
July II. 1939 
Or. Norman K. Myers 
President 
Southwestern Community College 
275 Webster Road 
Sylva. NC 28779 
Oear Or. Myers: 
The Commission on Colleges has received a request from Bryan U. Wils 
a doctoral student, at the University of Korth Carolina a College, 
and Oean of Continuing Education at HcOowell Technica °»« « 
to eramine documentation associated with reaffirmation for iptter 
that completed the process in 1986. 1987 and 1988 (copy ° would 
enclosed). He has identified your institution as one v. ic ui.j 
like to review as part of his doctoral work. Specifically, he 
like to review your last reaffirmation coannttee report a y 
tution's response. 
This letter is being written to request your permission to release «^ain 
portions of your official file to Mr. Wilson for his doc ° ^ 
If we receive your approval, we will make the information socct the 
Mr. Wilson in our office. Ke has expressed a willingness to re P 
confidentiality of each institution's information by repor t{onS an(j 
a coded form. Also, he will share his results with all institutions 
persons associated with the study. 1 
I would appreciate receiving a response to this request by August 
Sip^rely. 
J owes TJ Rogers 
Executife Oirector 
Commission on Colleges 
JTR:rb 
Enclosure 
SOtifKEKM ASSOCtAriON Of COUCCtS AMO SCHOOlS 
commission on collpcc-s 
IfiCfi %ovtlic*n Ijoc • DcOlu'. Ccc*J""» J00JJ-401/ 
TELEPHONE <o</JRT-«oo IVMS E0Q/J<4-;RAI 
July 11. 1989 
Or. Don C. Garrison 
Pres ident 
Tri-County Technical College 
P. 0. Box S87. Highway 76 
Pendleton. SC 29670 
Oear Oon: 
The Commission on Colleges has received a request from J!*!.* 
a doctoral student at the University of Korth Carolina a rniipqc 
and Oean of Continuing Education at HcOowell Technical Community 
to examine documentation associated with reaffirmation o . 
that completed the process in 1986. 1987 and 1988 (copy' 0 vould 
enclosed). He has identified your institution as one j Ki> 
like to review as part of hfs doctoral work. Specit\ca«>j. •••- ••• , 
like to review your last reaffirmation committee report n 
tut ion's response. 
This letter is being written to request your permission to 
portions of your official file to Mr. Uilson for his doc ... t0 
If we receive your approval, we will make the informat on soect the 
Hr. Wilson in our office. He has expressed a J? i„ 
confidentiality of each institution's information by repo 'utt0ftS and 
a coded form. Also, he will share his results with all institutions 
persons associated with the study. ' 
I wc^ft^appreciate receiving a response to this request by August 
S/ncen4ly. 
Jaaes T. Rogers 
Executive Director 
Commission on Colleges 
JTRrrb 
Enclosure 
SOUn«crn association- Of coucccs ano SOfOOlS 
COMMISSION Ofvi COi.i.eCC'S 
IGCCSoottvc««• Oc<iiu«.Gc<yC'* JtolJ.tQI' 
tc*Cp'»onc «0</)tt-C500 V/AIS 600/?<4-/rtl 
July 11. 1989 
Dr. P/iail tfynn. Jr. 
President 
Durham Technical 
Community College 
1637 Lawson Street 
Durham. UC 27703 
Oear Phail: 
The Commission on Colleges has received a request from Bryan V. Wilson, 
a doctoral student at the University of North Carolina at Greensboro 
and Dean of Continuing Education at McOowell Technical Community College, 
to examine documentation associated with reaffirmation for colleges 
that completed the process in 1985. 1S87 and 1983 (copy of his letter 
enclosed}. Ke has identifies your institution as one which he would 
like to review as part of his doctoral work. Specifically, he would 
like to review your last reaffirmation coamittee report and your insti­
tution's response. 
This letter is being written to request your permission to release certain 
portions of your official file to Mr. Wilson for his doctoral-research. 
If we receive your approval, we #ill make the'information available to 
Mr. Wilson in our office. He has expressed a willingness to respect the 
confidentiality of each institution's information by reporting results in 
a coded form. Also, he will share his results with all institutes and 
persons associated with the study. 
I would appreciate receiving a response to this request by August 7. 1989. 
Sjnce^ly. 
Janes T. Rogers 
Executive Oirector 
Commission on Colleges 
JTR:rb 
Enclosure 
1 7 0  
SOurnERM ASSOCiAriON Of COllCCCS ANO schools 
commission On COCi.eCGS 
Iflfifi Soulficfn tine • OcOlu'.CcWC'l JWIJ-O? 
Icfcpl-onc <q</Jtt-t500 WMS 8fxj/J«-J«l 
July 11. 1939 
Or. Marvin R. Joyner 
President 
Central Carolina 
Community College 
1105 Kel Jy Drive 
San ford. KC 27330 
0ear Or. Joyner; 
The Commission on Colleges has received a request froa Bryan H. Wilson, 
a doctoral student at the University of Korth Carolina at Greensboro 
and Oean of Continuing Education at McDowell Technical Community College, 
to examine documentation associated with reaffirmation for colleges 
that completed the process in 1986. 1987 and 1988 (copy of his letter 
enclosnu). He has identified your institution as one which he would 
like to review as part of his doctoral work. Specifically, he would 
like to review your last reaffirmation committee report and your insti­
tution's response. 
This letter is being written to request your permission to release certain 
portions of your official file to Hr. Wilson for his doctoral-research. 
If we receive your approval, we will make the "information available to 
Mr. Wilson in our office. He has expressed a willingness to respect the 
confidential ity of each institution's information by reporting results in 
a coded form. Also, he will share his results with all institutions and 
persons associated with the study. 
I would appreciate receiving a response to this request by August 7. 1989. r̂ kertfy- / 
Tames X". Rogers 
(xecutfive'Oirector 
Vfimifision on Colleges 
J rR .vb 
fnclosure  
C." -:t 
Office of tlic Prcsfdenc 
Hillsborough Community College MG 7 1909 
Ohirict/••dmirvyracivcOffice; - TO.Got 5112? • fiwu.ft. S56SVS127 • <315J25S-70j0 
b. A. L. b. 
August 2. 1989 
Dr. James T. Rogers 
Executive Director 
Southern Association of Colleges and Schools 
Commission on Colleges 
1866 Southern Lane 
Decatur, Ceorgia 30033-4097 
Dear Dr. Rogers: 
Thank you for your letter of July 11. 1969. Hillsborough 
Community College will be pleased to cooperate with^ the. 
Mr. Bryan V. Wilson in his doctoral work by granting pecni.ssi.ofi 
for the release of the last KCC ccaffiraation coccnictec report 
and our response. 
I wish hio success on this-project and will welcoae a !liL 
results with all institutions and persons associated wiC 
study. 
Sincerely. 
Andreas A. Palouapis, Ph.D. 
President 
yr 
/ml 
1 7 2  
cfc/^'rv^otie^ 
f\! ,C£D 
X ^ V G1889 
^K_^P c o m m u ti i i r c o i i c c c 
Office 0/ rue President 
"- '• o . . . .  ••' ->-
V/.'lljrd l. Lewis 
July 21. 1589 
Mr. James T. Rogers 
Executive Oirector 
Commission on Colleges 
Southern Association of Colleges and Schools 
1866 Southern Lane 
Oecatur. GA 30033-<097 
Dear Mr. Rogers: 
This is to authorize the release of materials Pert^"^ 5° Wilson. It 
Cotnmunity College's Reaffirmation Visit of 1986 to Kr. f*,tron therein 
is our understanding that Mr. Wilson will utilue the _,».ion wiU be 
as a part of his doctoral dissertation and that that in o resuUs of 
treated with confidentiality. It is further understood that the resuv« 
his study would be shared with Isothermal Community College. 
If we dre able to provide additional assistance to Mr. tfils 
conducts his research, wa will be pleased to do so. 
Thank you for your consultation in this matter. 
Sincerely, 
r 
-uim?ai: u^ 
gs 
Potk Campus 
Spindale Campus 
PO OOK 520 - tryon. NC 23702 P.O. Go* 004 • Sninrt.ilf? NC. ?fll60 TT- " 7O4/059-50607O4/20G-3g3g 
1 7 3  
Gŷ  -A & i • 
WZthZi GM CCLLif. 
JUL 26 1989 
2. A. C. S-
SOurntRN ASS0CIAT(0N OF COUECES A.VO SCXOOIS 
COMMISSION ON COLLGCCS 
IFLTT SOUIT^FN LANE • OCC»I/F,C<O<{!) JOOIJ-W 
r<fcpi*onC «M/Sft-GSQQ WAIS coo/*<*.;/ot 
July 11. 1939 
Dr. Lex 0. Halters 
President 
Piedmont Technical College 
P. 0. Orawer K67 
Emerald Road 
Greenwood. SC 296<8 
Dear lex: 
The Commission on Colleges has received a request froo 8ryan V. Wilson, 
a doctoral student at the University of Korth Carolina at Greensboro 
and Oean of Continuing Education at KcOowell Technical Comswnity Col lege. 
R.!-Wl,!'ne documentation associated with reaffirmation for colleges 
that completed the process in*198o. 1987 and 1SS8 (copy of his letter 
^"closed). He has identified your institution as one which he would 
like to review as part of his doctoral work. Specifically, he would 
like to review your last reaffirmation committee resort and your insti­
tution's response. 
This letter is being written to request your permission to release certain 
portions of your official file to Mr. Wilson for his doctoral research. 
If we receive your approval, we will make the information available to 
H<*. Wilson in our office. He has expressed a willingness to respect the 
conf idential ity of each institution's information by reporting results in 
£ coded form. Also, he will share his results with all institutions and 
Persons associated with the study. 
eciate receiving a response to this request by August 7. 1989. 
J/mes T. Rogers 
Executive Director 
Commission on Colleges 
JTR;rb 
Enclosure 
SOurufKN aSSOCiaNON Of COIUCCS and SCHOOlS 
COMMISSION ON COI.LGCGS 
IG(£ Souil«c'n tjnc • Dc<'iur,Cc<K(ii 10011-<Q17 
Iclcplxmc <04/)29 CSOQ vvais edo/2<s-/«l 
July II. 1989 
Or. Lex 0. Walters 
President 
Piedmont Technical College 
P. 0. Drawer 1<67 
Emerald Road 
Greenwood. SC Z9648 
Dear lex: 
n rtnrfn""?s,®n 00 Colleges has received a request from Bryan tf. Wilson. 
ind no ra' s'udent at the University of Worth Carolina at Greensboro 
fo ° '*ont,nu'n9 Education at McOowell Technical Community College, 
ft..f. n? ^"mentation associated with reaffireation for colleges 
PnrL!"]? t ?roce" in '386. 1937 and 1983 (copy of his letter 
tn ' • identified your institution as one vhich he would 
lifc» fn rcv)cw « part of his doctoral worfc. Specifically, he would 
tiiffnn« rev,ew y°ur ^ast reaffirmation conraittee report and your insti­
tution s response. 
o i ' S  ^  , n 9  . w n "  t t e n  t o  r e q u e s t  y o u r  p e r m i s s i o n  t o  r e l e a s e  c e r t a i n  
[f . y°ur official file to Mr. Wilson for his doctoral-research. 
Mr wnf«ei^e ^0Ur apProv4'» we will make the •information available to 
coiiffrfonf? ,"0Ur office. He has expressed a willingness to respect the 
a mrifiA r & »? ,nst*tution's information by reporting results in 
Der,„„, <"•«. Also, he will share his results with all institutions and 
Persons associated with the study. 
wouLf appreciate receiving a response to this request by August 7. 1989. 
Sjnce/ely. 
J/mes T. Rogers 
Executive Director 
Commission on Colleges 
JTR:rb 
Enclosure 
SOurifCKN ASSOCIATION OF COUCCCS ANO SCMOOtS 
COMMISSION ON COUCCCS 
IfiK Soulhcrn l>nc • OcCiWt.Cpfi;'' 
fclcpl^ioc «0</J?9-C500 WA.TS e.wi<i-Ttoi 
m*. 
July U. 1989 
Or. Thurman C. 8rock 
President 
Craven Community College 
P. 0. Box 835 
South Glenburnie Road at College 
New Bern. «C 28S60 
Dear Or. Brock: 
The Coswiission on Colleges has received a request from Bryan V. Wilson, 
a doctoral student at the University of Worth Carolina at Greensboro 
and Dean of Continuing Education at HcOowelI Technical Community College, 
to examine documentation associated with reaffirmation for colleges 
that completed the process in 1986. 1987 and 1988 (copy of his letter 
enclosed). He has identified your institution as one which he would 
like to review as part of his doctoral work. Specifically, he would 
like to review your last reaffirmation committee report and your insti­
tution's response. 
Nil's letter is being written to request your permission to release certain 
portions of your official file to Hr. Wilson for his doctoral-research. 
If we receive your approval, we will make the information available to 
Mr. Wilson in our office. He has expressed a willingness to respect the 
confidentiality of each institution's information by reporting results in 
a coded form. Also, he will share his results with all institutions and 
persons associated with the study. 
I would appreciate receiving a response to this request by August 7. 1989. 
0 
Si^erely, s 
'Rogers 
/e Director 
Commikjn'on on Colleges 
JTR.-rb 
Enclosure 
SOurtlERN ASSOCIATION OF COUCC£S AND SCHOOLS 
COMMISSION ON COLLRCGS 
l&CC toutWn (we • Occnui.Ccwg'i 
Ictrplwc <0</in-CW WATS aoa/?iS-J«l 
July U. 1989 
Or. £. Thomas Satte.f ield. Jr <"» 
President * ' 
Cape Fear Community College 
411 North Front Street 
Wilmington. HC 28401-3993 
Dear Or. Satterfield: 
Jhe Commission on Colleges has received a request from Bryan W. Wilson. 
anrf°n °ri at the University of "orth Carolina at Greensboro 
ean of Continuing Education at KcOowell Technical Community College. 
. examine documentation associated with reaffirmation for colleges 
enrl C0^'et,ed the Process in 1986. 1987 and 1988 (copy of his letter 
• 'l4s identified your institution as one vfiich he would 
ike co review as part of hi's doctoral work. Specifically, he would 
? review your last reaffirmation cooraittee report and your insti­
tution's response. 
,s ^ing written to request your permission to release certain 
rf 
Qns °f y°ur off'cial file to Mr. Uilson for his doctoral research. 
Mr ,M"CCe,re *°Ur apProva'- will make the information available to 
rnnfi* °ur 0<r<r,c«- Ife has expressed a "Willingness to respect the 
x mA each institution's information by reporting results in 
'or,n*. Also, he will share his results with all institutions and 
Persons associated with the study. 0)iiA. su'g cn n  • 
I would appreciate receiving a response to this request by August 7. 1989. 
S>rf9erel v. / 
ecut 
Commi 
Director 
in on Col leges 
JTRrrb 
Enc1osure 
soun»ekn associahon Of coucges AMO schools 
COMMISSION on collecgs 
l(C( Souihciolinc * OcCJtuf#Cc<y£*i }00j>-<0?7 
FCKPFK>OC 4O</JTT-C$OO VVAIS TOAN^TM 
July II. 1989 
Dr. David B. McCorfclc 
President 
Floyd College 
P. 0. Box 1864 
Rome. GA 30163-1801 
Dear Dave: 
The Commission on Colleges has received a request from Bryan W. Wilson, 
a doctoral student at the University of Karth Carolina at Greensboro 
and Oean of Continuing Education at McOowell Technical Community College, 
to examine documentation associated with rcaffirtation for colleges 
that completed the process in 1986. 1987 and 1988 (copy of his letter 
enclosed). He has identified your institution as one which he would 
like to review as part of his doctoral work. Specifically, he would _ 
like to review your last reaffirmation committee report and your insti­
tution's response. 
This letter is being written to request your permission to release certain 
portions of your official file to Mr. Wilson for his doctoral research. 
Tf we receive your approval, we will make the information available to 
Mr. Wilson in our office. He has expressed a willingness to respect the 
confidentiality of each institution's information by reporting results in 
a coded form. Also, he will share his results with all institutions and 
persons associated with the study. '• 
Lwoura appreciate receiving a response to this request by August 7. 1989. 
6inc/rely. 
Jaf.ies f. Rogers 
Executive Director 
Commission on Colleges 
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Dr. James T. Rogers 
Executive Olrector 
Commission on Colleges 
1866 Southern Lane 
Decatur, Georgia 30033 
Dear Dr. Rogers: 
Thank you for your letter of July 11 ;ie to 
permission to release certain portions oc our oc l 
Mr. Bryan W. Wilson. 
By virtue of this letter, this is official 
release this information to Mr. Wilson vith a ceque 
conf identiality. 
re  r  can be of fucther aassistance, please advise. 
Sincerely, 
ict 
Thurman E. Brock, 
President 
TEB/jts 
xc: Hcs. Jane Atkinson 
Chairman, 
Institutional Evaluation 
Committee 
An Equal Opportunity Educational Institution 
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VIRCINIA IIICmANDS COMMUNITY COI.LIiCI: 
July 14. 1981 
)'&$ 
COMMISSOM OH COLICS 
RECEIVED 
JUL' VI 1®9 
S. A. 0. s. 
Or. Janes T. Rogers 
Executive Director 
Caamissioa on Colleges 
Souchern Association of Colleces 
and Schools 
1866 Souchern Cane 
Oecacur. CA 30033-<KW 
Dear Or. Rogers: 
g ^e3sf consider this lecccr as ay approval of che rcquesc froa 
jjj.W^son concerning his doctoral scudies. Cercainly I appreciate 
t t "r. lnSness to rcspccc the confidentiality of the iaforciacioa. and 
oofc foruard to receiving the rcsulcs of his scudy. 
v. .1 _Ccuse all is going well t/ich you. If you are ever in Souchuesc 
tfginia. please scop by for a visit. 
Sincerely. 
• YAi^f 
l«. DcWicc Moore, Jr. 
Presidenc 
i 
/ 
r. o. uo.<s:s Abin£<ion. Vird„b ;-:;io tcIc,.i,.h.c 7q;/6:s^09-« 
SOuruCKN ASSOCIATION Of COUCCCS anO SCHOOlS 
COMMISSION Orsj COUCCK 
1806 Somhctn (Jnc • OcOlu'.Cco'^ JQOJJ-W 
telephone «0</Jtt-G5M WAfS 
July II. 1989 
Or. Hi)) fan It. licit barter 
President 
Lurleen B. Wallace State 
Junior College 
P. 0. Oox K18. Highway 8< East 
Andalusia. Ai 35<Z0 
Oear Or. McWhorter: 
Jhe Commission on Colleges has received a request from Bryan U. Wilson. 
Antt°n ° student at the University of Korth Carolina at Greensboro 
ana uean of Continuing education" at KcOowell Technical Community College. 
n,,fX2m"'f "OC""^ tat ion associated with reaffirnution for colleges 
PriMA05!?? d t,,,e ?rocess 1966- 1987 and 1988 (copy of his letter 
Hi- f * .*"e "as identifies your institution as one which he would 
j ,.e 0 rev)cw as part of his doctoral work. Specifically, he would 
? review your last reaffirmation committee report and your insti­
tution's response. 
'etter ,S teing written to request your permission to release certain 
,f ,.-0ns °f your official file to Mr. Wilson for his doctoral-research. 
Mr „.,reCe,Te y°ur approval, we frill make the'information available to 
•f." °? our office. He has expressed a willingaess to respect the 
a mA °f each institution's information by reporting results in 
e 'or(n- Also, he will share his results with all institutions and 
persons associated with the study. 
I would appreciate receiving a response to this request by August 7. 1989. 
S>f<c^rely, / 
Commi 
fe Director 
ion on Colleges 
Jl"R;rb 
Enclosure 
SOUTMECN ASSOCIATION OF COUOCES an() SCHOOIS 
COMMISSION ON COLCDCGS 
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»«tcp(>onc <a</j2i-«oa wajs vnnv-tm 
July II. 1989 
Or. Andreas Paloumpis 
President 
Hillsborough Community College 
P. 0. Box 31127 
Tampa. Fl 33631 
Dear Or. Paloumpis: 
The Commission on Colleges has received a request from Bryan Wils° 
a doctoral student at the University of North Carolina at re fnlleae 
and Dean of Continuing Education at McDowell Technical 
to examine documentation associa'ted with reaffirmation for co 
that completed the process in 1986. 1987 and 1988 (copy o * 
enclosed). He has identified yoirr institution as one vhic ulfj 
like to review as part of his doctoral work. Specifically. . , 
like to review your last reaffirciation committee report and Jf 
tut ion's response. 
This letter is being written to request your permission to 
portions of your official file to Mr. Wilson for his ^°ctor® .. t * 
If we receive your approval, we will make the information a 
Mr. Wilson in our office. He has expressed a willingness rpSuit« in 
confidentiality of each institution's information by r«>or. 
a coded form. Also, he will share his results with all institutions and 
persons associated with the study. 1 
I would appreciate receiving a response to this request by August 
^J/tmes AI Rogers 
Executive Director 
Commfsyion on Colleges 
JTR:rb 
Enclosure 
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>/C-J V 
COMMISSION OH COLltaS 
IpT^SouniSKfc Virginia Community College , RECEIVED 
Clirlstanna Gni(XJS JUL} 13 683 
no-jU, i. 80/ 60 / aiyyta. jiu'-wol / S. A. C- S-
july 1', 1989 
Or. James T. Rogers 
Execucive Diceccor 
Commission on Colleges 
Souchcrn Association of Colleges and Schools 
1866 Souchecn Lane 
Decacuc, Georgia 30033-4097 
Dear Dr. Rogers: 
In response co your Icccer of July 11, chis is co lec y f£-ra2C^oa 
have our approval co release infornacion concerning ^ doc-
comnuccee rcporc and ouc response co Bryan UUson co rcv.e 
cocal work. 
Kr UilSOO* 
If chore is any way ve can be of fucchec asslscancc co y 
please do noc hesicace co give wr a call. 
Sincerely. 
hn J. C 
residenC 
jda 
r 
wiMut Won. £nx>o'to. V<oWa 
CtviXow, ComcXi,. Atocto. K Oo*o< Comoot. KoytvW. Vkc^'Co^rt 
AN EOOAl OPPORIUNIf* COUfGE 
S0uri<£(tr.f ASSOCIATION Of COUCCCS ANO SCHOOLS 
commission on coueccs 
iscfi loutiipn l»nt • ocoluf.ccwc^ 
rctrpiwc <q<mi-cm ivats eoo/i«-7«t 
July II. 1989 
Dr. UiDird Lewis 
President 
Isothermal Community College 
P. 0. Bo* BOA 
Highway 7< By-Pass 
Spindale. «C Z8160 
0ear Dr. Lewis: 
The Commission on Colleges has received a request from Bryan K. Wilson, 
a doctoral student at the University of Worth Carolina at Greens oro 
and Dean of Continuing Education at McOowell Technical Community 
to examine documentation associated with reaffirmation for college^ ^ 
that completed the process in 1986. 1987 and IS88 (copy of "is ,e 
enclosed). He has identified your institution as one which he wou 
like to review as part of his doctoral work. Specifically, he wou 
like to review your last reaffirmation committee report and your \ 
tution's response. 
This letter is being written to request your permission to release certain 
portions of your official file to Mr. Wilson for his tf°ctor4l"fe^ rt * 
Tf we receive your approval, we frill make the 'information avaiiao 
Hr. Wilson in our office. He has expressed a willingness to respe 
confidentiality of each institution's information by reporting res 
a coded form. Also, he will share his results with all wstitu 'P 
persons associated with the study. 
I would appreciate receiving a response to this request by August 7. 1989. / 
SUrpere)y. 
?*s rf Rogers 
Exccutife Oirector 
Commismon on Colleges 
JfRrrb 
Endosurc  
SOurn(KU ASSOCIATION of coufccs mo SCHOOLS 
COMMISSION oN co(.(.ec':S. 
ioutkfn tine • Ocotm.Cw^' 
fctcpl>onc *Q<fin-KOO WATS OTO//«S-/Wt 
July II. 1989 
Or. Ronald K. tingle 
President 
Coastal Carolina Community College 
<44 Western Boulevard 
Jacksonville. KC 285<0 
Oear Or. tingle: 
The Commission on Colleges has rcceivccf a request from Bryan Wilson, 
a doctors] student at the University of Korth Carolina at Greensboro 
and Oean of Continuing Education at McDowell Technical Cocuiwnity College, 
to examine documentation associated with reaffirmation for colleges 
that completed the process in 1986. 1987 and 1988 (copy of his letter 
enclosed). He has identified your institution as one which he would 
like to review as part of his doctoral work. Specifically, he would 
like to review your last reaffirmation committee report and your insti­
tution's response. 
This letter is being written to request your permission to release certaii 
portions of your official file to fir. Wilson for his doctoral research. 
If we receive your approval, we will make the information available to 
Mr. Wilson in our office. He has eitnressed a viltinonpss to ccsaeet the 
r VI cav.il institution's information by reporting results in 
a coded form. Also, he will share his results with all institutions nvo 
persons associated with the study. * 
I would appreciate receiving a response to this request by August 7. 1989. 
Jimes TIIRogers 
Executive Direc 
•Time
tor 
Commission on Colleges 
JTR:rb 
Enclosure 
iOuru(RN ASSOCIATION Of COllfCES ANO SCKOOLS 
COMMISSION ON COI-LGCGS 
lfiCfi Soutlton line • OcCitur,Cc<K(ii KWU'^JJ/ 
tc<cpl»onc <04/JM-CS0Q WMSBOQ/l<a-»«l 
July II. 1989 
Or. Eric 8. KcKeithan 
President 
Ca I dwe 11 Coaimun i ty Col I ege 
and Technical Institute 
P. 0. Box GOO 
Lenoir. KC 286'J5 
Dear Eric: 
The Commission on Colleges has received a request from Bryan V. 
a doctoral student at the University of Worth Carolina at Green 
and Oean of Continuing Education at KcOowell Technical Community to ege. 
to examine documentation associated with reaffirmition fc< co eg 
that completed the process in 1986. 1987 and 1988 (copy of his letter 
enclosed). He has identified your institution as one finch he lrf 
like to review as part of his doctoral work. Specifically, c . 
like to review your last reaffirmation committee report and you 
tution's response. 
This letter is being written to request your permission to "ft4<n 
portions of your official file to Mr. Wilson for his doctora * 
If we receive your approval, we will make the "information aval 
Mr. Mil son in our office^ He has expressed a willingness to re P 
confidentiality of each institution's information by f{ s an(j 
a coded form. Also, he will share his results with all ins \ 
persons associated with the study. 
ciate receiving a response to this request by August 7. 
James T. Rogers 
Executive Oircctor 
Commission on Colleges 
JTRrrb 
Enclosure 
iOUTtrnn ASJOOAHO.v OF coutcii ano SCMOOTS 
COMMISSION ON CO«-i.GCr;S 
\tCC SouiKcn line " OcCJiuf.Cw^'1 
T<kphone *at/tn-aoo ivArs wo/:-a->;oi 
July 11. 1939 
• ofi collects 
lci£C£!V£D 
•JUL 201259 
5. A. C- S. 
Or. G. Herman Porter 
President 
Wayne Community College 
Caller Bo* eOO2 
Goldsboro. tlC 27S33 
Dear Herman: 
The Commission on Colleges has received a request Croa Bryan U. Wilson, 
a doctoral student at the University of Korth Carolina at Greensboro 
and Oean of Continuing Education at McDowell Technical Community College, 
to examine documentation associated with reaffirmation for colleges 
that completed the process in 1986. 1987 and 1988 (copy of his letter 
enclosed). He has identified your institution as one which he would 
like to review as part of his-doctoral work. Specifically, he would 
like to review your last reaffirmation committee report and your insti­
tution's response. 
This letter is being written to request your penaission to release certain 
oortions of your official file to Hr. Wilson for his doctoral research. 
If we receive your approval, we will make the information available to 
Mr. Wilson in our office. He has expressed a willingness to respect the 
confidentiality of each institution's information by reporting results in 
a coded form. Also, he will share his results with all institutions and 
persons associated with the study. i 
f wo appreciate receiving a response to this request by August 
ijmes T. Rogers 
Executive Oirector 
Commission on Colleges 
JTRrrb 
Enclosure 
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July 18. 1989 
cciv:?.-;:SL-fC-.v on coiiEGcb" 
RECEIVED 
JUL: 211989 
S. A. C. S. 
Or. James T. Rogers 
Executive Director 
Commission on Colleges 
Southern Association of Colleges and SchooLs 
1866 Southern Lane 
Decatur. CA 30033-4097 
Dear Dr. Rogers: 
Vou wrote me on July 11, 1989 asking whether Central Carolina s 
last reaffirmation committee report and our response could be 
released co Bryan W. Wilson for purposes of doctoral research. 
I hereby grant release of this information for the stated pur­
pose according to che conditions ciced in your letter. 
c : Bryan W. Wilson 
**arvin R. Jpyner 
President/ 
